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Law enforcement continues to improve with the constant changes in policies, social 
trends, and advancements – in their respective jurisdictions and others.  Current trends in 
law enforcement improvements include the implications of evidence-based practices, 
problem-oriented policing, and intelligence-led practices.  Much of the mentioned practices 
require practitioners to be savvy in criminological theory.  Current research in criminology 
examine the environmental factors that influence crime, which reinforces law enforcement 
agencies to engage in crime analysis and crime mapping.  Crime mapping is the principle 
method behind examining environment factors and situations that influence crime; 
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) create automated maps with attribute data to 
examine spatial, temporal, and other aspect influences on crime.  The market for GIS 
software for law enforcement is extensive in tools, analytical methods, and report outputs 
– not one software product is fit for all law enforcement agencies.  This study examines 
the variety of GIS software used by law enforcement agencies, and compare the results to 
a previous study.    The results of the study is compared with a similar survey conducted in 
1999, and assesses agency choices and uses of GIS software within the department.  
Findings from the study reveal that crime mapping continues to be an integral attribute in 
law enforcement practices; as well as similarities and variations in practices.  The study 
concludes with a discussion as to why agencies vary with crime mapping practices, assess 
and explain crime mapping trend differences, and proposes recommendations for future 
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 “Crime is common, logic is rare.”  
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Chapter I: Introduction 
Background 
 All law enforcement agencies have some form of a mission statement – which is 
unique and shares a common vested interest with their colligate agencies.  For these 
agencies, this mission statement is the constitutional foundation for outlining the policies, 
procedures, and resource allocation necessary for their success.  For law enforcement 
agencies, the pressures to perform at the highest level and serve their community – for each 
other and their jurisdictional population – is ever constant.  In order to attain success, the 
agencies are constantly re-evaluating personnel and resource allocation methods.  Much of 
these aspects remain constant; however, with the ever-changing world in which law 
enforcement agencies operate, adapting to new and innovative resources – which cooperate 
with their mission statements – is often the solution for their success.  Outsourcing these 
tasks, which some agencies may be wary of undertaking, is another aspect to consider.  The 
practices of law enforcement have (relatively) never remained constant, and occupations 
within agencies are continuing to evolve at an alarming rate (e.g., non-sworn support 
personnel, information technology, special operations, etc.).  Specifically, the tools for law 
enforcement are continuing to change – both in variations and adoptions of novel aspects.  
Regarding management tools for personnel and tasks, law enforcement administrators have 
adapted technological and analytical aspects for their mission success.  Crime analysis 
utilizes crime data for detecting, mitigating, and preventing crime – as well as other related 
aspects.  Crime analysts utilize a variety of tools to assist law enforcement personnel; 




Crime mapping, in its rudimentary utility, describes crime by displaying crime 
incidents on a map; and possibly implementing other aspects including time, environment, 
and others.  Crime mapping in its more advance stages seeks to assess attributes using 
complex, statistical analyses by implementing attributes outlined in a data table – by 
integrating data from a spreadsheet or database.  The reports of crime maps have a variety 
of uses; such as informing officers and people within the jurisdictional community 
(civilians), investigative assistance, resource allocation for management, and so on.  
Although the idea of implementing crime mapping software in law enforcement practices 
may seem like an attractive idea for agencies, the caveats of time and fiscal resource 
allocation necessary for implementation must be advised.  In other words, some agencies 
may not have the means (or even needs) for certain types of crime mapping software and 
related resources.  Thankfully, the market for crime mapping utilities has expanded 
immensely since its inception over 50 years ago.  However, despite the opportunities 
expanding for agencies to adopt crime mapping software, some agencies chose to decline.  
Part of the reason for this is the lack of information in resources available on the market, 
how agencies are utilizing crime mapping software, the types of analytical methods, the 
subjects studied by crime mapping practitioners, reports and their uses, and so on.  
Agencies are advised in making wise investment decisions when choosing to adopt crime 
mapping software, and information regarding who is using the software, by what means, 
and for what purpose is necessary.  This paper will address these topics in the utilization 
of crime mapping software in law enforcement agencies; and potentially address other 




Research Problem & Questions 
This descriptive study seeks to examine the acquisition and utilization of GIS 
software and crime mapping in contemporary law enforcement agencies.  This is 
accomplished by constructing a quantitative research design that uses a nonrandom sample 
of survey responses from crime analysts using GIS software.  This paper will assess the 
tools, analytical methods, report outputs, and other related aspects.  In addition, the 
problem statement was answered by outlining one main research question: (1) What 
aspects of crime mapping and software packages were utilized the most often in regards to 
the city and agency demographics, and when comparing results from 1999 and 2014? 
This paper addresses all these aspects by surveying current law enforcement 
agencies via an online survey solicited through a listserv of a related organization.  The 
survey used for data collection is from a study conducted 15 years ago (Mamalian & 
LaVigne, 1999), with the augmentation of aspects that are necessary for assessing 
contemporary crime mapping practices.  Following the survey solicitation, the data was 
assessed and certain aspects are compared to the previous study mentioned earlier.  The 
data was analyzed by using descriptive statistics appropriate for certain subjects.  After the 
analysis, highlights of the study, as well as some interpretations of the results have been 




Purpose & Objectives 
The purpose of this thesis is to examine the principle variables and attributes of GIS 
and crime mapping, identify the different software packages used by crime analysts, and 
assess the different analytical tools, methods, and outputs provided by each software 
package.  Since more law enforcement agencies across the world are becoming more 
interested in crime mapping, it would be necessary for law enforcement to have some kind 
of theoretical foundation and categorical assessment of crime mapping utilization.  This 
thesis provides a categorical assessment of a sample of crime mapping software packages 
available; and describes the general capabilities, uses, strengths, weaknesses, ease of use, 
output interpretation, and other areas. 
To describe fundamental concepts, principles, and theories of crime mapping, this 
thesis required an extensive literary analysis of different academic sources.  Chapter 2 
provides a synopsis of the historical foundation of crime mapping, as well as a basic 
categorical description of commonly used crime mapping tools, methods, and outputs via 
an extensive literature review.  Chapter 3 provides an overview of the research method 
used to assess the sample of crime mapping software.  Chapter 4 provides the overall result 
of the project, as well as theoretical interpretations of the subjects.  Chapter 5 concludes 
with an assessment of the results, and recommends applications of crime mapping, and 





Chapter II: Literature Review 
 The discovery, development, and utilization of crime mapping has been an integral 
aspect for law enforcement, social scientists, and other related disciplines throughout 
history.  Despite its significant impact, little is known about the crime mapping 
development – similar to that of crime analysis.  According to one source, crime mapping 
developed from scholars examining geographic and spatial factors of social issues, such as 
poverty, cultural segregation, migrations, and so on (Harries, 1990).  Early crime mapping 
practices sought to describe geographic aspects of crime, whereas later aspects sought to 
examine attributes relating to crime.  As scholars observed trends and patterns of social 
issues, others have taken notice on how geographic, environmental, and other factors 
influence crime.  As crime mapping in academics have progressed, law enforcement 
managers (chiefs, sheriffs, etc.) have started to take notice and implement crime mapping 
practices in their respective operations, and cooperate with academics in publications.  In 
academia, along with assessing how crime and the actors operate within the environment, 
later research influenced scholars to assess more intricate factors of crime, such as risk 
analysis, near repeat victimization, and hot spots – separately and collectively (Kennedy, 
Caplan, & Piza, 2012).  Then future developments of crime mapping seem promising; 
however, before speculating on future predictions, a somewhat detailed elaboration must 
be understood of the history and development of crime mapping.  This chapter begins by 
briefly outlining the chronological development of crime mapping; and examine many of 
the scientific practices of crime mapping – including examining the many common tools, 
methods, and outputs used by practitioners.  This is accomplished by extensively reviewing 
literature that examines these topics, as well as explain some of the theoretical framework. 
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History of Crime Mapping 
Crime Mapping: 1800s – 1960s 
 Mapping spatial data has been an enduring project for several thousands of years, 
possibly tens of thousands (Campbell, 1993).  Mapping spatial data has been a crucial 
management and administrative element for assessments, developments, project 
implications, and so on.  For criminologists, crime mapping has been an integral research 
tool in assessing crime patterns in a geographic context.  Phillips (1972) has traced crime 
mapping practices back as early as the 1830s, and has recognized three distinct schools. 
 Cartographic or Geographic school (c. 1830s – 1880s):  
o Started in France and migrated towards England.  
o Governments began gathering social data and making maps using the data.  
o Findings centered on social variable affect (population, wealth, etc.) on 
crime. 
o Balbi & Guerry (c. 1829) – First to map crime statistics. (Kenwitz, 1987). 
o Quetelet (1835) – Studied spatial relations of crime and social factors. 
 Typological school (c. 1880s – 1900s): 
o Focused on mental and physical characteristics of criminals. 
o Developed profiles based on empirical data (offenders, victims, etc.). 
 Social Ecology school (c. 1900s – Present): 
o Assessed geographic variations in social conditions and how they affected 
crime. 




o Significant criminogenic factor discoveries through concept integrations. 
o Advancements in research method operations to address data complexities. 
The first school of thought sought to describe how crime acts within the 
environment, and identify certain key variables.  The second school of thought sought to 
explain how crime operates by “typing” characteristics or persons as being criminogenic 
(crime-producing).  The third school of thought sought to explain crime by how different 
elements working together will result in crime.  The Social Ecology school, as the name 
indicates, describes crime – and other social processes – as a living organism that acted 
and reacted to different environmental conditions.  The Social Ecology school sought to 
explain how different social conditions, environments, and other aspects yielded different 
crime and social condition results.  For example, studies have discovered that the layout of 
cities have significant impacts on crime concentrations and displacement in certain areas 
of cities (Burgess, 1925).  This research expanded the works of Quetelet by explaining that 
crime concentrates are significantly influenced by the geography – as well as the social 
layout.  Expanding yet further than understanding the layout of cities, scholars from The 
Chicago School, possibly one of the more significant schools cited by the crime mapping 
discipline, introduced the aspect of environmental factors of crime (Shaw & McKay, 1942).  
The Chicago School examines how crime rates are influenced by social, geographic, and 
environmental factors (aspects of the environment).  Assessing and expanding on factors 
that influence crime – individually and cooperatively – have gained the attention of 
scholars and policy administrators, and to take heed the advice of the results – especially 
in law enforcement, who have seen the benefit of examining the geography of crime and 
implement it within their management practices. 
14 
 
During the early 1900s to the 1960s, many law enforcement agencies began 
recognizing and adopting the crime mapping concept.  It is unknown which police agency 
first used crime mapping.  One source suggests New York City’s Police Department 
(NYPD) as being one of the first police departments to adapt crime mapping within its 
operations (Harries, 1990).  Rather than using crime mapping as a research or investigative 
tool per se, NYPD used crime mapping as an administrative tool for delegating 
departmental resources.  Despite the usefulness of crime mapping for organizational and 
administrative actions, the process to create an interactive “base map” (discussed later) was 
both a tedious and expensive endeavor.  In an effort to circumvent the tedium and excessive 
spending to develop effective crime mapping practices – for research and law enforcement 
– software developers at Harvard University created and implemented one of the first 
computerized crime mapping programs: SYMAP (Pauly, McEwen, & Finch, 1967; 
Carnaghi & McEwen, 1970).  The process of creating the first crime mapping computer 
program may have required more hardware and work than “paper maps;” nevertheless, the 
idea of utilizing a computer program to develop crime maps – both cost effective and 
expeditious in the future – has opened a new pathway for crime mapping practices in 
academia and law enforcement.  The first police department believed to have first used 
automated crime maps was the Saint Louis Police Department (SLPD) of Missouri 
(Weisburg & McEwen, 1998).  SLPD’s idea was to assess distributions of theft from 
vehicle reports.  Despite the rudimentary geographic depiction of crime data, it 
nevertheless was significant in its time (see “Figure 5” in Weisburg & McEwen, 1998, p. 
11).  In academia, especially, crime mapping software has allowed researchers to link data 
tables, and conduct complex assessments, with more efficiency than previous 
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methodologies.  The integration of computerized maps into criminology has helped 
researchers to examine complex matrices; which has been the cornerstone of a large portion 
of criminology for the next sixty years – and well into the future. 
Crime Mapping: 1960s to Present: 
 With the integration of computerized mapping software into criminal justice 
research, a large portion of criminological research between the late 1960s and mid-1980s 
began examining complex datasets with a more focused attention on place rather than 
offender. Criminologists began assessing crime as having a natural reactive existence 
within the environment; meaning that crime acts more contextually rather than randomly.  
The context of crime influenced researchers to examine crime environment factors. 
Assessing environmental factors that have a significant impact on crime has been the 
cornerstone of establishing the school of thought used by most crime mapping 
practitioners: environmental criminology.   
Environmental criminology focuses on how crime acts within the environment, and 
assess how environmental – and other factors – influence crime.  Brattingham & 
Brattingham (1981) emphasize that space and place of has a significant impact on crime 
events – as well as what is in the environment.  For example, crime events may be 
influenced by the presence of security features, such as cameras, street lights, and residents 
of the neighborhood watching over the area.  Security features may ward off offenders due 
to the risk of getting caught, or that they will have to work extra hard to ensure success.  
According to Wilson & Kelling (1982), some environments can “signal” other offenders 
to welcome crime events based upon other environment archetypes (broken windows, 
graffiti, etc.).  This further explains why crime is not random – and that crime naturally 
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ebbs and flows contingent to environment situations, archetypes, and social context.  In 
addition, law enforcement continued developing academic partnerships – mainly for 
research purposes.  Nevertheless, some agencies began noticing and implementing the 
practices in their operations.  The movement was further supported by significant 
technological advancement that made crime mapping more affordable and reliable. 
As the years progressed, computer technology continued to advance (larger hard 
drive capacity, faster processors, compact systems, etc.).  Technological advancements 
allowed computers to be more marketable for retail and commercial use.  Law enforcement 
agencies began taking advantage of these opportunities by integrating their crime and 
incident records into a record management system (RMS).  Along with affordable 
technology to store all the data, intricate software programs allowed law enforcement 
agencies to query large datasets with little effort – while sustaining reliability.  These query 
practices allowed crime mapping researchers to integrate crime mapping into special 
criminal justice research projects.  Some examples of early research include the Space-
Time Analysis of Crime (STAC) project (ICJIA, 1993), and the Drug Mapping Analysis 
Program (DMAP) during the 1990s (Weisburd & Green, 1993).  Government agencies 
began to take notice, and allocate funds to support projects like the Crime Mapping 
Research Center (CMRC, now MAPS) and the CMAP program, and requested that law 
enforcement agencies take heed in networking with agencies on crime reduction and 
prevention strategies through the Community Oriented Policing Strategies (COPS) office 
and the Center for Problem-Oriented Policing (POP).  The POP Center regularly publish 
journals on crime reduction and prevention strategies, with many of the projects depicting 
crime mapping strategies and case studies (www.popcenter.org). 
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As crime mapping became more common-place within the criminal justice 
community, much of the research remained focus on environmental criminology.  
Contemporary researchers in environmental criminology continued the focus on the 
environment, but also reassessed factors that may further explain crime operations – 
integrated with other factors.  Researchers in the Rutgers School of Criminal Justice and 
Rutgers Center for Public Security (RCPS) decide to take environmental criminology 
research a step further by introducing a concept most often overlooked: risk (Kennedy & 
Van Brunschot, 2009; Kennedy, Caplan, & Piza, 2012).  Instead of focusing on just the 
actors and the place, researchers in this field interpret that certain places will have factors 
in the environment that will influence actors to behave in a certain manner – based upon 
risk.  As one of the founders of one of the most integral assessment tools used by today’s 
practitioners, risk terrain modeling (RTM) explains that the environment carries a certain 
risk – for and against criminogenics – and that assessment precautions must take place in 
order to ascertain a more accurate picture of how crime interacts with the environment – 
and other factors (Caplan & Kennedy, 2010; 2011).  The aforementioned research 
discovery is proving to become an integral aspect of effective law enforcement 
management – and public safety – strategies, as more agencies begin to adopt data-driven 
and evidence-based practices – which the author believes are yielding favorable results for 
both the agency and members of communities. 
It is unknown what the future hold for crime mapping practices.  GIS companies 
such as ESRI have created user-friendly textbooks that give suggestions for crime mapping 
in different contexts – without having first pass an extensive course on GIS mapping (ESRI, 
2012).  It is safe to argue that crime mapping practices will continue to be more common-
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place among law enforcement practitioners and criminal justice researchers.  Despite that 
crime mapping is exclusive primarily to law enforcement agencies, crime mapping could 
also expand to areas that partner with law enforcement, such as correctional agencies 
(probation, incarceration, etc.), victim services, business and retail organizations, and many 
others.  To put it simple, crime mapping is an effective management tool that addresses a 
significant aspect – the geography.  As crime mapping continues to prove itself as a worthy 
management and assessment tool, crime mapping practitioner must also take heed in 
practices shared within the crime mapping practice.  This is why assessing the science is 
next discussed within this paper. 
Scientific Development: 
 The hallmark of any great practice is the ability to think both methodically and 
creatively – and crime mapping is no exception.  Literature in crime mapping has described 
the process of creating a crime map as a cooperation of science and art (Harries, 1990).  In 
other words, there exists not one single correct method of how to make a crime map – for 
every possible situation.  The attributes and variables of crime maps, as well as the design 
of the map, will vary widely depending on the crime map objective, author, and audience.  
The instruments for creating crime maps (i.e., tools, methods, and outputs) will vary 
depending on the law enforcement agency needs, as well as the skill sets of the crime 
mapping practitioner.  Elaborating over all the possible instruments of crime mapping 
would take an entire library of books to cover all possible material.  Organizations such as 
the IACA have developed standards for GIS software used for crime analysis – and 
published in their archives for the public to read (IACA, 2012).  Many literature resources 
and courses are available for crime mapping practitioners – of all skill levels – to teach and 
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refine skill sets.  A majority of crime mapping practitioners share a commonality of 
scientific practices, which a brief introduction is necessary for this paper.  For the purpose 
of a general introduction to the crime mapping practice, this paper will assess the basic 
tools, analytical methods, and reports discussed in crime mapping literature, as well as 
some attributes observed by the author and colleagues.  For the purpose of practicality, this 
paper will only assess contemporary attributed of crime mapping (i.e., automated computer 
maps). 
Crime Mapping Tools 
 Many of the contemporary crime mapping tools are available to any person with a 
computer and internet connection.  The development of new technology (as well as its 
affordability) have provided crime mapping practitioners with several options as to how 
they want to conduct their crime mapping practices.  Current crime mapping utilizes a 
software program called Geographic Information Systems (GIS), which is the union of 
geography and computer sciences (Elaksher, 2012).  Essentially, GIS joins a data table 
(like a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet) to a draw table that represents a map.  Depending on 
the map purpose, and the memory space allocation, crime map displays will use raster 
display (square grids with a color scheme) or a vector display (dots, lines, and polygons).  
Vector displays require more computer memory space than raster displays, but are more 
interactive and are often favored by audiences.  With the advancement of technology, crime 
mapping practitioners are not required to invest in expensive software programs.  Since 
most crime mapping practitioners are curious to assess what software is best for their 
agency, a list of examples of different categories will help practitioners establish a 
foundation for their discovery.  The following three types of crime maps are general 
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categories that the author surmised as the three main tool categories for crime mapping: 
1. Open-source maps: Companies such as Google will provide maps in an open-
source form (i.e., open and free to the public via the internet), so crime mapping 
practitioners can perform basic crime mapping analyses at the cost of a 
computer – or one provided.  The advantage of these open-source maps is the 
reduced cost and simplicity in comparison to other crime mapping tools.  The 
disadvantage of this crime mapping tool is the hindered ability to perform 
complex crime mapping queries, which are evident in the other two forms of 
crime mapping tools. 
2. G.I.S. Software: The most common form of crime mapping tool used by crime 
mapping practitioner is a G.I.S. program provided by a G.I.S. company (e.g., 
ESRI, MapInfo, Intergraph, etc.).  Albeit these programs are expensive – 
especially with more advanced licenses – these programs generally provide the 
necessary geospatial analytical tools needed for basic, intermediate, and 
advanced mapping queries.  The advantage of having a G.I.S. program is that 
most crime mapping practitioners will not need any other supplementing 
program, except for some supplementing programs such as Spatio-Temporal 
Analysis of Crime (STAC) and CrimeStat IV.  The disadvantage of procuring 
G.I.S. program is the cost in the license, and the specialized training for 
navigating the program – especially for complex analytics, which may require 
up to an academic certificate or degree in Geography.   
3. Online dashboard: one of the more recent developments of crime mapping 
involves outsourcing crime mapping duties to agencies outside of the law 
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enforcement agency.  Agencies such as BAIR Analytics (now merged with 
Lexis Nexus) and the Omega Group will provide crime mapping (and analysis) 
reports for a nominal fee.  The main advantage of outsourcing crime mapping 
duties is that it reduces the tedious workload of geocoding and data 
organization, and security of data via cloud-storage. 
For many of the crime mapping practitioners, the tools used for crime maps are 
relatively self-explanatory.  The common place of modern technology requires crime 
mapping practitioners to use a desktop computer (or personal computer) with comparable 
hardware capabilities to handle the software.  Some practitioners may utilize more 
contemporary devices such as laptop computers, computer tablets, smartphones, and other 
devices.  Highly dedicated crime mapping practitioners may take advantage of graphic-
design tools to help create intricate maps – and make them as artistic as they choose.  
Overall, the tools are often dictated by the department needs, and the author recommends 
extensively researching products before investing.  It is also recommended that crime 
mapping practitioners should take heed in the analytical methods that may not require 





Crime Mapping Methods: 
 As expressed earlier, crime mapping is conceptualized as both a science and art.  
To be successful, every crime mapping practitioner must develop the skillsets and 
knowledge necessary to ensure occupational success.  Many crime mapping practitioners 
have examined a variety of methods and published in-depth assessments of these methods 
(Boba Santos, 2008; Gwinn et al., 2008).  The following are some examples (not 
exhaustive) of crime mapping fundamentals which every crime mapping practitioner must 
understand:  
1. Tactical: short-term analyses used primarily for situational or ad-hoc projects.  
These methods are generally less time consuming, more analytical versus 
global in perspectives, and are popular for ad-hoc (special) projects. 
2. Strategic: long-term analyses used primarily for assessing large datasets over 
long periods of time.  These methods are often more global versus analytical in 
perspective, and used for public presentations and muster (police roll-call) 
meetings. 
3. Operational: methodological analyses used for procedure analyses.  These are 
often used for assessing departmental practices and performance metrics.  
4. Hot Spot Analysis: density mapping which assesses cluster areas of crime.  
Theoretically, areas with larger clusters of crime incidents are seen as “hot spot” 




5. Risk Terrain Model:  Program developed by the Rutgers Center on Public 
Security.  This program assesses risk factors in the environment, and crime 
incident locations, to predict potential future crime locations with high 
accuracy. 
Crime Map Outputs: 
 In addition to being savvy with crime mapping methods, crime mapping 
practitioners must understand the basic types of reports used to generate the information 
synthesized from complex data analyses.  The following are some examples (not 
exhaustive) of crime mapping reports used by most practitioners: 
Types: (McEwen & Taxman, 1995) 
1. Descriptive: Maps that simply display information.  These maps are generally 
reserved for audiences that need simple information. 
2. Analytical: Maps that add analytical processes along with displaying 
information.  These maps are usually reserved for law enforcement supervisors 
(Sergeants, Lieutenants, etc.) and investigative units. 
3. Interactive: Maps that display information, offer analyses, and are interactive 
based upon the user’s query goals.  Crime mapping practitioners will ask “what 
if?” and conduct hypothetical simulations to assess correlations and possible 




Crime Mapping Reports: 
 Each crime mapping report will vary depending on the purpose, practitioner, and 
the audience.  For crime mapping practitioners, it is important to understand how each map 
applies in different situations.  The following are some examples of different reports: 
1. Pin Maps:  Basic map with “dots” to represent crime or incident locations.  
Requires only a base map and “dots,” and can be created on basic office 
programs and maps. 
2. Density Maps: the output of a hot spot analysis.  Requires a computer algorithm 
to conduct statistical calculations (kernel density or Getis-Ord GI*) of crime 
clusters. 
3. Animated Maps: a series of pin maps with temporal separations, often used to 
display trends and movements of crimes through multiple maps – often in 
temporal sections. 
4. Automated Maps: another word for a computer-based map.  These maps are the 
most time and cost efficient products of crime mapping, and require knowledge 




Crime Mapping Software used in Law Enforcement (Mamalian & LaVigne, 1999) 
 As crime mapping software continues to progress, a growing number of law 
enforcement agencies are curious as to who is using what, for what, and for whom.  The 
utilization of crime mapping in law enforcement will often be contingent on the size of the 
department, resource availability, reported crimes, and so on.  As technology advances, the 
variety of crime mapping tools (software, platforms, etc.) available for law enforcement 
agencies will more than likely help other law enforcement agencies – not using crime 
mapping – to adapt.  Due to the ever expanding market of crime mapping tools, methods, 
and reports for law enforcement agencies, a study was conducted to assess a “snapshot” of 
law enforcement utilization of crime mapping. 
 In 1999, a study was conducted to assess law enforcement utilization of crime 
mapping (Mamalian & LaVigne, 1999).  In addition, the study assessed different 
department “subtypes” (size of agency) and crime mapping utilization; as well as crime 
type assessment, reports, and why some agencies are not using crime mapping.  Albeit the 
study was premiere in assessing crime mapping tools in law enforcement agencies, the 
study lacks in contemporary application due to the ever-present change in crime mapping 
tools, methods, outputs, and other aspects.  The purpose of this paper is to reassess crime 
mapping tools, methods, and outputs used in law enforcement in the contemporary setting, 
as well as compare similarities and differences from the previous study, and assess 





Crime mapping’s history is extensive and consistent in developing tools, methods, 
and outputs to further advance their occupation.  The science and art of crime mapping 
requires a skilled discipline that follows a specific regiment, but is subject to change based 
upon audiences, subjects, analyses, and so on.  As crime mapping continued to develop, 
some scientific regiments needed to be in place in order to properly train crime mapping 
practitioners and create effective crime maps.  The more significant aspects of crime 
mapping science developed within the last sixty years – with the integration of computer 
programs, complex statistical analyses, and new areas of discovery for crime mapping.  
One of the most significant contributions to crime mapping was the development of 
computer generated maps, or automated maps, in the form of geographic information 
systems software (GIS) programs. 
 The adaptation of automated computer maps, with the integration of advanced and 
complex analytics, has further supported the crime mapping trade and made it an invaluable 
asset to law enforcement agencies.  Due to the importance crime mapping has in law 
enforcement, a foundation for assessing the tools, methods, and outputs of crime mapping 
must be understood for agencies seeking to adopt and utilize crime mapping.  The purpose 
of this paper is to assess current trends of crime mapping utilization, and assess potential 





Chapter Iii: Research Design 
Research Method Selection 
Crime mapping has proven itself to be a fundamental aspect in many law 
enforcement aspects – including police management strategies discussed in the previous 
chapter.  Despite the crime mapping utility evidence, and that previous research has 
covered an assessment of crime mapping tools, methods, and outputs, the mystery still 
exists as to how contemporary law enforcement agencies are utilizing crime mapping 
aspects in normal practice.  Many arbitrary questions still arise from those that ponder the 
previous statement: what are practitioners using today? What are the contemporary tools, 
methods, and reports used by today’s practitioners (i.e., law enforcement agencies)? Does 
the agency need to hire a “specialist?” Will the hardware and software help the agency 
significantly? How will the software assist the agency? Is crime mapping worth the 
investment? If interested, where are the best places to look for the necessary tools?  
Unfortunately, most of these questions cannot be answered by one study.  However, the 
more important questions as to contemporary practices need to be addressed in order to 
begin, or continue, research in crime mapping practices.  The aspect of contemporary is 
crucial to sustain amongst this research endeavor, since crime mapping has developed with 
the passing of time.  Before assessing crime mapping strategies can commence, a worthy 
means of measurement must be ascertained in order to draw an accurate picture of crime 
mapping strategies used by practitioners.  The following chapter will review the means of 
measurements, and address research questions not answered by previous research.  The 
sample population are addressed, and the statistical method are addressed to explain how 




The concept of assessing crime mapping software was initially assessed by an 
agency specializing in crime mapping (Mamalian & LaVigne, 1999).  The previous study 
accomplished a fantastic endeavor; however, the previous study lacks in assessing current 
trends – and suffers the problem of assessment means and measurements not assessed in 
present times.  This is important to address because – like technology – trends of tools, 
methods, and outputs are continuously evolving to meet the demands of the agencies using 
the products.  Because the previous study ascertained such a reliable success, the vast 
majority of the research tool (i.e., the survey) has remained in-tact for this study.  However, 
in order to address the issue of outdated concepts in the research (software versions, 
hardware, computer operating systems, etc.), some friendly amendments have been 
augmented to the survey – with the disclosure and permission to the research committee.  
Overall, this study uses the methods of the previous study, with addendums that meet the 
demands of assessing current methods.  The survey with the addendums were thoroughly 
evaluated with the help of the thesis committee members, and the much appreciated 
participation of the author’s colleagues in the field (crime analysts, police professionals, 
etc.).  The research method was carefully reviewed and passed with the label “exempt” by 
the Internal Review Board committee of Saint Cloud State University – giving the research 
committee full confidence to conduct the survey in an ethical and professional manner.   
The survey rating method is similar to that of the previous study (Mamalian & 
LaVigne, 1999), with a few appropriate addendums discussed later in the paper.  The 
survey rating of the previous study used the following methods: fill in the box (qualitative 
and quantitative where apply), qualitative selection (“yes” or “no” responses), breaking 
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questions (selecting one question will redirect participants to another part of the survey), 
check-the-box (multiple check points to which participants check all that apply), scale 
(Likert scale with a rating between one and five), open-ended responses (participant are 
free to respond with questions, comments, or concerns).  A copy of the survey can be found 
at the end of this paper (Appendix IV). 
Research Populations & Sampling 
 The best source for the sampling population of this study was determined to be 
current practitioners in the crime mapping field.  The author, a current and upstanding 
member of the professional crime analysis organization IACA, decided to use this as the 
survey population source.  During the course of a crime analysis conference, the author 
met with the (at the time) IACA president: Susan (Smith) Hammen.  By way of 
communicating through email, the author was explained that – as a current member of the 
IACA – the author was granted permission and support to conduct the survey through the 
IACA listserv.  The research committee is grateful for the cooperation and participant of 
the IACA members in the study, and assured that members – whether or not participating 
in the study – will have full access to the results and any academic writings hereinafter 
related to the study. 
The target population for this study consists of all crime analyst professionals in 
the United States of America, and possibly the world.  Unfortunately, with the hindrance 
of a small sample size consisting of crime analysts from the United States, a robust 
inferential analysis of crime mapping software used by law enforcement all over the world 
would be impossible.  For the purpose of this study, a sampling frame (a.k.a., survey 
population) for this study was members of the IACA that subscribe to the IACA listserv to 
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which the author has unrestricted access (N = 2,600), keeping in mind that not all members 
are representing law enforcement agencies.  The sample population for this study were 
members willing to participate in the survey – by their own volition – using a nonrandom, 
purposive sampling technique (n = 97). 
Data Collection & Processing 
 Data was collected through the volunteer respondents from the IACA via 
completing the survey posted on Survey Monkey, which has been an integral research tool 
for many studies that require survey means.  The research committee made absolutely sure 
that no identifiable information would be provided by participants, and that all data 
provided by participants would remain confidential and secure under the auspice of Saint 
Cloud State University research laboratory staff.  The participants were initially given the 
option to participate in the survey, with no penalty for not participating in the survey.  The 
incentive for the participants for participating in the survey population (i.e., access to the 
IACA listserv where the survey was distributed) was full access to the analyzed survey 
results once the study is completed and the thesis document approved by the research 
committee.  Participants were allowed to exit the survey at any time they desired without 
penalty.  Also, if at any time any of the participants raised any concerns about the survey, 
the author would acknowledge and remediate (if applicable) the concern, and the 
participant would not be penalized.  The research team assured full professional manners 
when conducting the survey, and assured the same manner throughout the research 
endeavor. 
Data was collected following a reasonable number of participants successfully and 
fully completed the survey.  All survey data was maintained in the archives of Survey 
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Monkey servers, to which only authorized Saint Cloud State University officials were 
allowed access to the data.  The research team corresponded with the Saint Cloud State 
University official to extract the data and analyze securely and on-site.  All data was 
encrypted in a manner so that no person would be able to match the data to any person who 
participated in the survey.  After data was collected and processed, all data from the survey 
was destroyed in a secure manner. 
Data Analysis & Reporting 
 After all data is collected, the researcher will analyze the data using a statistical 
software designated for complex statistical analyses (SPSS).  The goal of the survey is to 
collect a large sample size equal to that of the previous survey (N = 2,004).  However, with 
the consideration that the survey will take place in a shorter timeframe compared to the 
previous survey, the research team will compromise with a smaller sample size (N = 100).  
A graphical depiction of the results can be found later in this paper (Appendix V). 
 The main purpose of the study is to assess the current trend of crime mapping 
practices, as well as assess the tools, methods, and outputs used by crime mapping 
practitioners.  Since one previous study was able to ascertain crime mapping practices in 
one-time frame (Mamalian & LaVigne, 1999), and that rapid advancements in technology 
and practices have change drastically within the previous years, it is reasonable to assess 
current crime mapping practices by practitioners via a comparative analysis of the previous 
and current study.  In order to maintain scientific analysis integrity, a hypothesis test is 
required to assess differences between the previous study and the current study: 
H0: Crime mapping practices overall have not changed 
H1: Crime mapping practices overall have changed 
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 The comparative study will address highlights of the previous study via comparing 
results in five main categories:  
 Who does crime capping? 
o Larger Agencies (>100 sworn personnel) 
o Smaller Agencies (<100 sworn personnel) 
 Commercial mapping software used. 
 Types of crime mapping analyses: 
o Part I & Part II crimes 
o Mapping Methods 
o Geocoding References 
 Usefulness of crime mapping. 
 Crime mapping uses. 
The research team analyzed the data using t-test and confidence interval test for 
proportions.  Regarding the multivariate analyses (i.e., comparing Part I & II crime 
analyses with large and small agency sizes), the researcher used Chi-Square statistics.  For 
more information on the terminology used in the study and how the analyses compare, 





 As indicated earlier, the previous study lacks the ability to address contemporary 
tools, methods, and outputs of crime mapping practices.  In order to address these concerns, 
the research committee assessed possible tools used by crime mapping practitioners using 
ad-hoc case analyses of a variety of crime mapping practice utilities discussed in Chapter 
2.  To avoid exhaustion and tedium on the part of the survey participants, only a select few 
options became available for the purpose of this survey: 
 Computer Hardware: 
o Computer Tablets (e.g., iPads, Android tablets, Windows tablets, etc.) 
o Smartphones (e.g., iPhones, Android phones, etc.) 
 Computer Operating Systems: 
o Windows Vista, Windows 7, and Windows 8.x (the “x” being latter 
versions) 
 Online Dashboards: 
o Does your department use any online dashboards (“yes” or “no” response) 
o CrimeView, ATACRAIDS, Google Maps, etc. 
Prior to survey solicitation, the survey was reviewed by current crime mapping 
practitioners (i.e., crime analysts) to assess terminology viability.  The participants agreed 
that the terminology made sense to their personal understanding, and reasonably believed 
that participants would be able to understand the questions and response choices.  The 
addendum aspect of the survey was analyzed by counting the frequency of participant 





 The goal of the study is to assess the variety of crime mapping analytical tools, 
methods, and outputs used by law enforcement agencies.  This was established by soliciting 
a survey through the IACA organizational listserv, which involves a number of crime 
analysts and officers employed by law enforcement agencies.  A survey conducted 15 years 
ago was able to assess crime mapping utilization in law enforcement agencies – which was 
a first of any attempts with a direct focus (Mamalian & LaVigne, 1999).  This study used 
a similar survey to that of the previous study; however, with the issue of rapid technological 
advancements and the risk of the study not being relevant to contemporary standards, the 
survey includes contemporary technological products – and was assessed along with the 
results comparison of the previous study.  The survey yielded some significant results, 




Chapter IV: Findings & Conclusions 
Study Results 
 Overall, the study was a success that far exceeded the expectations of the author, 
and yielded notable results that the research committee is grateful of attaining from the 
participants.  Some significant findings have been discovered in the following three areas: 
previous study comparison, survey addendums, and notable interpretations.  A graphic 
depiction of the comparative analyses can be found in Appendix V. 
Survey Results & Comparisons  
 Demographics: The overall participation from the approximate 2,600 surveyed 
participants (survey population or sampling frame) yielded 242 participants willing to 
participate, with between 92 and 108 completions (N = 97).  Compared to the 2,768 
agencies solicited in the previous study, there were 2,004 responses.  The author’s survey 
evidently had a majority of responses coming from Municipal Police Departments (69%), 
with other agencies responding from Sheriff’s Offices (12%), “Special Police 
Departments” (9%), County level agencies (3%), and State agencies (3%).  The population 
of the jurisdictions for the agencies spanned between 10,000 and 18,000,000, with 
anywhere from 0 to 1200 sworn personnel, and 0 to 8811 personnel.  For agencies 
responding to the question of using crime mapping: 108 responded yes (91%), and 10 
responded no (10%).  The results are basically reverse-correlated compared to the previous 





Use of Crime Mapping:  As it may seem obvious, the use of personal desktops and 
the internet are more prevalent in comparison to the previous study.  However, what is 
interesting is that the use of Global Positioning Systems has significantly increased since 
the previous study.  This may be attributed to the increase in commercially available 
software packages and more companies specializing in GIS.  The author finds this 
interesting due to some of the other tools in crime mapping do not necessarily require 
geographic coding (Google Maps, online dashboards, etc.). 
 Who Does Crime Mapping: Smaller agencies (<100) and larger agencies (>100) 
are more likely to task crime analysis staff to conduct crime mapping over all other 
professions (patrol officers, investigative staff, dispatch, etc.).  In addition, patrol officers 
and dispatchers for larger agencies have been increasingly less involved with crime 
mapping compared to the previous study.  This is possibly attributed to the fact that the 
crime analysis profession is becoming more specialized, which is the reason many 
departments are tasking less police officers to conduct crime analysis and mapping.   
 The results of commercial mapping software used by law enforcement agencies 
also has interesting correlations in some aspects.  Apparently, agencies have used MapInfo 
less than ArcView software packages, and more agencies are using ArcView over 
MapInfo.  In addition, although agencies are using ArcView over ArcInfo, which relates 
to the previous study, agencies are using ArcInfo packages more than ever.  Although the 
correlation is not significant, this is possibly attributed to the new complex analytic models 
which require ArcInfo – and related – software packages.  Also, agencies are using more 
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parcel database reference files more than the previous study; in addition to the parcel-
centerline reference files which has not changes since the previous study. 
 Although geocoding duties have not changed for mapping offense (arrest and 
incident) data and vehicle recovery data (possibly for stolen vehicles), agencies are using 
crime mapping for mapping call-for-service data more than the previous study.  This is 
interesting in that agencies are tasking crime mapping practitioners to map calls-for-service 
despite that a report might not be filed by the agency.  This possibly is attributed to agencies 
managing officers more closely in their duties, as well as assessing public disturbances 
(non-crime) aspects which may lead to actual crimes being committed.  In addition, crime 
mapping practitioners are conducting more cluster (hot spot) analyses using computer 
programs, and less often visualizing the hot spots on a map.  This does make sense, and is 
possibly attributed to the hot spot analysis software programs trust in accuracy and 
efficiency.  In addition, agencies are maintaining crime data archives less often than the 
previous study, which is possibly attributed to the increase in report filings (crime and non-
crime) and less dataspace allocated for long-term data storage. 
 In regards to types of crime mapping analyses, agencies are mapping more robbery, 
rape, homicide, aggravated assault, and arson crimes more than the previous study.  In 





Burglaries are actually being less often mapped by the agencies, and motor vehicle 
thefts have not changed.  It is interesting that agencies are more often (z-score > 5.00) 
mapping aggravated assaults and arson offenses, which were the least mapped crimes in 
the previous study. 
 Crime maps have increased in their usefulness in more than ad-hoc projects and so 
forth.  Compared to the previous study, crime mapping is significantly being used more 
often for fulfilling Uniform Crime Report (UCR) requirements, calculating statistical 
reports of crime activity, and using computerized crime maps over paper maps.  Although 
the use of crime maps has stayed the same regarding informing officers and investigators, 
resource allocation, evaluation intervention, and informing the community; crime mapping 
is also being used significantly more often for identifying repeat calls-for-service.  As 
previously mentioned, agencies appear to be focusing on other aspects not necessarily 
related to crime, as well as incidents that may not necessarily result in an arrest or report 
filed at the agency.  Overall, the survey revealed some significant changes; and also 
highlighted some continuing trends shared by agencies – both important in understanding 
the nature and use of crime mapping. 
New Findings & Highlights 
 As previously mentioned, the previous study lacks in addressing aspects which are 
important in the contemporary setting – more so that many of these aspects did not exist 
until the recent years.  In this section, the following report will not be a comparative 
analysis, but a descriptive analysis of aspects not addressed in the previous study, or not 
enough to do an effective comparative analysis.  The following are responses from each 
section (N = 97): 
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 Computer Hardware: for most agencies, the most common hardware utilized for 
crime mapping are personal computers (PC) or desktop computers (n = 92); which makes 
sense given that crime mapping software often requires robust hardware capabilities not 
found in other forms of hardware.  Other agencies reported using laptop computers (n = 
35), a network (n = 31), and a mainframe (n = 6).  Regarding contemporary technology, 
some agencies reported using computer tablets such as iPads (n = 5) and smartphones (n = 
4) for crime mapping duties.  As the years progress, and technology refines, these numbers 
are projected to increase significantly. 
 Computer Operating Systems (OS): as predicted many agencies are using the latest 
(and greatest) operating systems to maintain infrastructural integrity.  For the surveyed 
agencies, most are using Windows 7 (n = 68), while others are surprisingly still using later 
OS versions (Windows XP: n = 31; Windows Vista: n = 2, Windows 3.x & Windows 98: 
n = 1).  The most recent operating system has not gained a lot of popularity among surveyed 
agencies (Window 8.x: 7); however, it is understandable that many agencies (and 
individuals) may have a difficult time adapting to unfamiliar operating systems.  It is 
noteworthy that no agencies are using Mac, Unix, DOS, or other operating systems – some 
which were reported in the previous study. 
 Online Dashboards: the age of the internet and the increased trend of outsourcing 
tasks to contracted agencies has apparently persuaded some agencies to outsource crime 
mapping duties to agencies via online dashboards.  In this study, around 36% (n = 37) of 
the respondents reported using an online dashboard.  The most popular online dashboards 
were reported a near tie between CrimeView (n = 15) and RAIDSONLINE (n = 12).  Other 
online dashboards included ATACRAIDS (n = 8), Crimemapping.com (n = 7), Google 
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Maps/My Maps (n = 5), Crime Reports plus (n = 5), and others (n = 6), which include 
Batchgeo, iMaps, Sungard, OSSI, and Command Central.  Granted, online dashboards are 
a more recent concept; however, the author predicts that online dashboards (including 
advances in technology) will eventually gain the confidence and utilization in agencies 
worldwide. 
Agencies Not Utilizing Crime Mapping 
 Although many respondents have attested that crime mapping is an integral aspect 
in their agency; for some, crime mapping has not been implemented in their operations and 
procedures.  Although some have shared an ambition for purchasing crime mapping 
software, others (n = 7) have chosen not to make plans.  Unfortunately, the amount of 
respondents (n = 10) is not enough to conduct a comparative analysis to the previous study.  
Instead, the following will be a descriptive assessment of why some agencies have not 
implemented crime mapping: 
 Limitations: for most agencies, the main limitations are time, financial resources, 
and support from the staff.  However, training, computer resources, and support from 
administration have not been an issue for limiting resources.  This implies that the main 
issue of crime mapping not being utilized in organizations is due to resource and support – 
and not necessarily administration or aptitude.  This may be in part that other agencies 
might not be aware of the resources available for crime mapping – hence the purpose of 
this paper is to address these aspects.  The interesting aspect is that, despite the lack of 
crime mapping software used, most of the agencies responding have reported maintaining 
computerized crime data (n = 9).  This indicates that technological hindrances are not an 
issue with the respondents.  In addition, respondents indicated that they would send 
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employees to a crime mapping training course if prices were reasonable (n = 8).  This 
further supports the notion that agencies – not implementing crime mapping in their 
practices – have a vested interest and may lack the necessarily knowledge for investments.  
With today’s market in mapping software, this should not be a problem to at least inform 
and persuade crime mapping aspiring agencies. 
Issues and Reflections 
 Granted, not every research project is going to be the most perfect or ideal.  For this 
research project, there were three major short-comings of which the author wishes to 
address: 
1. Small sample-size:  the study could have used some more participants in order to 
yield more satisfying results from the statistical analyses.  Despite the shortcoming 
in participant size, the author is satisfied – and grateful – for the amount of 
participants, and the amount was enough for some comparative and inferential 
analyses. 
2. Timeframe and Responses:  the one caveat that the author wishes to emphasize is 
that in no way, shape, or form is the author blaming the participants for the response 
amount and the timing.  The study only had a short amount of time to conduct the 
survey, whereas the previous study had the advantage of one year for solicitation, 




3. United States of America vs. Worldwide participation: the previous study 
(Mamalian & LaVigne, 1999) surveyed law enforcement agencies in the United 
States of America; which this study surveyed law enforcement agencies from all 
over the world.  Despite the potential deficiency of introducing this nuance, the 
author is confident that it would not make a significant difference considering that 
agencies are constantly networking between countries and echelons – exchanging 
ideas – in this timeframe.  In addition, respondents from the survey reported that 
the survey appeared to have been tailored to address American agencies – which 






 The study provided some perspective into the world of contemporary crime 
mapping utilizations from a sample of worldwide participation.  However, as in all areas 
of academia, there is always room for improvement.  For example, with the utilization of 
mapping software with other non-law enforcement agencies, addressing other public safety 
sector (firefighters, medical response, military, etc.) utilization of mapping software would 
be interesting.  In addition, addressing other countries and utilizing crime mapping or 
mapping software would be interesting and relevant for the contemporary world.  Finally, 
addressing novel tools, methods, and reports not addressed in this study would be worth 
pursuing.  Overall, this study was a major success in addressing the importance of how 
crime mapping is used in contemporary law enforcement agencies – and compared to 
agencies 15 years ago.  Much further research is needed for addressing other aspects; but 
this study has proven to be notable in addressing important queries – and the author thanks 




Chapter V: Recommendations & Implications 
Recommendations 
 Crime mapping has not only continued to improve and refine in its tools, method, 
and outputs; but has proven itself to be an integral aspect in law enforcement management 
and operations – on a day to day basis.  From the beginning, crime mapping was merely a 
descriptive tool in assessing crime incidents based on their locations, and later used to 
assess correlations with sociological, environmental, and other aspects.  Such as the 
evolution of crime mapping has refined in methods; the tools and resourced have also 
refined and were used to conduct more integrated and complex analyses.  Crime mapping 
initially was utilized by researchers and academics for assessing aspects of crime; and, as 
the years progressed, academics have cooperated with law enforcement agencies to utilize 
crime mapping for real-time analyses. 
 Since the 1960’s, crime mapping practitioners have integrated computerized 
mapping programs in their practices to increase in efficiency and accuracy; as well as 
reduce costs and real estate used for storing data.  Despite the crude operations of 
rudimentary computerized crime mapping, and with the help of refined technology 
software and hardware, crime mapping has improved immensely and is almost viewed as 
an integral tool in police management strategies – one that agencies cannot operate without.  
Unfortunately, some agencies have chosen to opt out crime mapping implementations in 
their policies and procedures.  Fortunately, with the advancement in technology and 
expansion of the crime mapping market, implementing crime mapping policies for willing 
agencies are no longer an issue.  In addition, other potential implications can be used to 




 The study examined a sample of the utilization of crime mapping software from a 
variety of law enforcement agencies throughout the world.  It is important to note that the 
study examined a gamut of law enforcement agencies: with different personnel sizes 
(sworn and non-sworn), jurisdictional populations, operational units, and so on.  In 
addition, the study reinforced – as implied in the previous study – that the variations in 
agencies do not necessarily influence the outcome of utilizing crime mapping software.  
The author believes that agencies willingness to make the investment will ultimately decide 
the outcome of utilizing crime mapping – or not.  The author suggests that agencies should 
reexamine their mission statements, policies, procedures; and decide whether or not that 
crime mapping software should be implemented – in addition to assessing the budget and 
the cost projections.  With the robust market for crime mapping software (some costing as 
low as free, such as open-source maps like Google Maps), and software companies willing 
to negotiate prices, the cost of mapping software should not be an issue.  In addition, 
technology has allowed computerized crime mapping to be both time-efficient and less 
costly for storing the data.  Overall, the implementation of mapping software for any 
agency should not be an issue.  The author believes that if an agency is willing to employ 
a crime analyst, or at least implement some form of crime analysis in their policies (which 
all agencies practice some form of crime analysis, such as UCR creation), then at least the 
most rudimentary forms of crime mapping should be implemented into their policies. 
Prior to the inception of the study in this paper, the author (with the help of the 
research committee) addressed and assessed potential utilizations of mapping software 
with other agencies outside of law enforcement.  Although the purpose of this paper is not 
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to examine these aspects, the author wishes to at least offer some suggestion into agencies 
outside of law enforcement to examine crime mapping implementation into their policies 
and procedures.  For example, firefighting agencies may employ mapping to assess natural 
wildfires, or assist law enforcement agencies in arson cases.  In addition, victim services 
could utilize their specializations in assessing geographic and environmental correlations 
to certain types of victimizations.  The author, through their employment with the banking 
industry, has been educated in the assessments of geographic aspects of financial – and 
related – aspects: high intensity financial crime areas (HIFCA) and high intensity drug 
trafficking areas (HIDTA) – both which are used for risk assessment and are utilized as 





In addition to the implementation of mapping software with law enforcement – and 
other agencies, the author strongly caveats the implementation of mapping software with 
the additional implementation of strong data protection practices – from computer hacking, 
malware, theft, and so on.  In the day and age of information, the risk of data compromise 
is now more of an issue than ever before.  The author recommends that the agencies should 
implement a strongly dedicated information technology and data security department – for 
both crime mapping and record management systems.  The personnel should be highly 
motivated and be willing to anticipate potential issues, and be up-to-date with the latest in 
technology and data compromise remediation practices.  Furthermore, agencies should 
learn to embrace this if they are willing to advance themselves and their department – and 
gain the respect and appreciation from the communities to which they serve.  In the 
contemporary world, teamwork is an essential aspect that must be respected and upheld if 
an institution is willing to succeed.  Crime mapping (and other) practitioners must practice 
to the best of their abilities, and continue to improve in every aspect, if they are willing to 






 Crime mapping is becoming less of a luxury item for police departments, and more 
of an essential tool that can assist in a variety of daily and periodic aspect.  Despite the 
esoteric nature of crime mapping for many professionals, crime mapping can be taught and 
mastered with given time, training, and proper reinforcement.  Advances in technology, 
analytical methods, and examining innovative report methods continue to reinforce crime 
mapping’s importance in policing, businesses, and other areas.  The author strongly 
emphasizes that criminal justice professionals deciding to procure crime mapping tools for 
the department, must first assess if crime mapping will help achieve the department’s 
ultimate goal.  While crime mapping reports may look attractive in weekly dashboard 
meetings, or a presentation given to a city council, law enforcement professionals must 
fully understand the undertaking – and assess if the tools, methods, and outputs fit the 
mission statement of the law enforcement agency.    In addition, this paper invites other 
agencies in public safety (firefighting, medical response, etc.), retail and commercial 
industries, public policy committees, and other areas to examine mapping software to 
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Appendix II: Cover Letter 
         
    
CRIME MAPPING SOFTWARE SURVEY 
         
    
 
You have been selected to participate in an important research project.  This 
anonymous survey does not ask your name, and includes questions about crime 
mapping software. 
 
Your participation in this survey is voluntary and anonymous.  What does that 
mean? 
  
VOLUNTARY.  You do not have to answer any question that you are 
uncomfortable with, in fact, you do not have to answer any of them.  You will not 
receive any extra credit, prize or award for your participation.  If you decide that 
you do not want to participate, then no punishment, harmful or adverse action will 
be given to you or taken against you by your employer or anyone else.  Even if 
you have already started answering questions, you may change your mind at any 
time and stop filling out the survey. 
 
ANONYMOUS.  Anonymous means that no one knows who filled it out.  To keep 
this survey anonymous, please do not make any marks on it that can identify 
you; such as your name or nicknames, or any comments about yourself.  That 
way, no one will be able to tell which survey is yours or someone else’s.  All 
survey answers will be summarized together in a database.  That way, your 
answers will be mixed in with everyone else’s. 
 
If you have any questions about this study, then you can contact Kristopher B.E. 
Hansgen (hakr0501@stcloudstate.edu) at 320-616-2463, or Dr. Lee Gilbertson 
(dlgilbertson@stcloudstate.edu) at (320) 308-5771.  A copy of the final report will 
be given to sponsor liaison, Susan Smith at the International Association of 
Crime Analysts (IACA) sometime during August 2012.  If you want to know what 
was learned from the survey, then please feel free to contact either call Mr. 
Hansgen or Dr. Gilbertson; or ask Susan Smith. 
 





Appendix III: Adult Implied Consent 
          
CRIME MAPPING SOFTWARE SURVEY 
          
 
INVITATION.  You are invited to participate in an interesting and important study.  This study 
seeks to examine crime mapping software used by law enforcement agencies, and provide 
information to agencies and individuals with interests in current trends of crime mapping software 
usage.  You were identified as a possible participant because of your membership in the 
International Association of Crime Analysts (IACA).  This study is being conducted by Kristopher 
B.E. Hansgen, a crime analyst intern with the Golden Valley Police Department (MN), member of 
the IACA, and Criminal Justice Studies Master of Science graduate student at Saint Cloud State 
University. 
 
RESEARCH PURPOSE.  This descriptive study seeks to examine the crime mapping evolution, 
and examine current trends of geographic information systems software, record management 
systems, and crime mapping methods used by law enforcement agencies in the United States. 
 
PROCEDURES.   Should you choose to participate in this study, then you will be asked to 
complete an online survey which is completely anonymous and confidential.  “Survey monkey” 
will be used to collect your responses.  No Internet-related address information is passed to the 
research or recorded anywhere.  Your survey responses will be mixed in with everyone else’s will 
be summarized together in an aggregated database for analysis.  That way, way, no one will be able 
to tell which survey is yours or someone else’s.  Due to the unique nature of this research, it is 
important that as many professionals complete the survey as possible. 
 
VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION/WITHDRAWAL.   Your participation in this study is 
totally voluntary.  You do not have to answer any question that you are uncomfortable with, in fact, 
you do not have to answer any of them.  If you decide that you do not want to participate, then no 
punishment, harmful or adverse action will be given to you or taken against you by your employer 
or anyone else.  Even if you have already started answering questions, you may change your mind 
at any time and stop filling out the survey. 
 
ACCEPTANCE TO PARTICIPATE.   Your completion of the online survey indicates that you 
are at least 18 years of age and that you consent to participate in this study. 
 
RISKS & BENEFITS.   There are no foreseeable risks associated with participation in this study.  
You will not receive any extra credit, prize or award for your participation. 
 
QUESTIONS & RESULTS.  Should you have any questions regarding this study or if you are 
interested in learning the results of this study, then please feel free to contact Kristopher B.E. 
Hansgen or Dr. Lee Gilbertson.  A copy of the final report will be given to the sponsor liaison, 
Susan Smith of the IACA sometime during May 2014. 
 
CONTACT INFORMATION.  Kristopher B.E. Hansgen (hakr0501@stcloudstate.edu) at 320-
293-7238, or Dr. Lee Gilbertson (dlgilbertson@stcloudstate.edu) at (320) 308-5771, Criminal 
Justice Studies (Stewart Hall 222-B), Saint Cloud State University, 720 Fourth Avenue South, St. 






Appendix IV: Survey Copy 
 
Section I: Descriptive Information 
 
Which category best describes your agency type? 
o General purpose municipal police department 
o General purpose county police department 
o State police department 
o Sheriff’s department 
o Special police department (e.g. campus police, transit police, airport police, housing 
police, alcoholic beverage control, natural resources police, park police, etc.) 
 
What is the population size of the community the agency services? 
   
   
 
 
Please provide the following information:  
Organizational Title/Name No. of Sworn 
Personnel 
No. of Non-Sworn 
Personnel 
Agency/Department (e.g. NYPD) 
 
 























For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based 
computer records? 

















o Drug offenses 
o Domestic Violence 
o Traffic Offenses 
o Forgery/Fraud 
o Vandalism/Destruc
tion of Property 



















Section II: Operations 
 
1. Which types of crime analysis does your section or unit currently perform? 
Mark (X) all that apply 
 
o Point pattern 
analysis 
o Pin maps 
o Trend 
analyses 
o UCR Reports 














o Other (Specify 
below)
 
2. Does your department currently do any computerized mapping? 
 
o Yes 
o No – SKIP to Section VII, Question 36 
 
3. [SEE BELOW] 
a. If you answered yes to question 2, who performs the computerized crime mapping 
queries? 
Mark (X) all that apply 
 
o Crime analysis staff 
o Patrol officers 
o Investigative staff 
o Dispatch 




b. What percent of staff in each of the above marked categories actually perform 



















c. If the department has crime analysis staff, are they centralized in one unit or are 




4. For how long has the department been doing computerized crime mapping? 
 
Years    Months 
 
 
5. Do the crime data used by the department contain a geographic reference (e.g. 
incident address, beat, zip code)? 
o Yes 
o No  
 
6. [SEE BELOW] 
a. Have department members received any training in computerized crime mapping 
techniques? 
o Yes 
o No – SKIP to question 7a 
 
b. How would you characterized the training of the department members who do 
computerized crime mapping? 
Mark (X) all that apply 
o Self-taught 
o University or college course 
o Informal instruction by colleague 
o Distance/correspondence course 
o Vendor supplied instruction 
o Contractor supplied instruction 











Section III: Equipment 
 
7. [SEE BELOW] 




b. If your response to question 7a was yes, which online dashboard do you use? 
Mark (X) all that apply 
o ATACRAIDS 
o RAIDSONLINE 
o CrimeView  
o Crimemapping.com  
o Google Maps/My Maps 
o Crime Reports Plus 




8. [SEE BELOW] 
a. Does your department use a commercially available software package for 
mapping? 
o Yes 
o No – SKIP to question 9 
 
b. If your response to question 8a was yes, which software package(s) do you use? 










o Streets on a Desk 





c. What version of the above software does your unit predominantly use in crime 




9. Has your department customized a commercially available mapping application or 















10. Please indicate which additional types(s) of software your department uses. 
Mark (X) all that apply 
o Database management 
o Statistical 
o Spreadsheets 
o Word processing 
o Email 
o Network management 
o Project management 
o Desktop publishing 
o CAD/CAM 
o Multimedia applications  
o Other (Specify)
 
11. [SEE BELOW] 
a. Does your department use database management software? 
o Yes 
o No – Skip to question #12 
 
b. If your department uses database management software, please indicate which 
program(s) it uses. 




o Microsoft Access 
o Paradox 
o Sybase 
o Other (Specify) 
 
 




13. [SEE BELOW] 
a. Which of the following are used by your department for crime mapping? 





o Computer Tablet 
o Smartphone 











b. Which operating systems are being used on your department’s computer setup? 
Mark (X) all that apply 
o Windows 8.X 
o Windows 7 
o Windows Vista 
o Windows XP 
o Windows NT 
o Windows 3.X 
o Windows 98 











14. Does your department use the Internet (Email or the World Wide Web)? 
o Yes 
o No – SKIP to question 15a 
 
15. If you answered yes to question 13, how likely is it that you, or your department, 
would subscribes to a listserv (i.e. electronic bulletin board) about computerized crime 
mapping?  
(Circle appropriate number, where 1 = “Not very likely” and 5 = “Very likely”) 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not very likely                     Very likely 
     
16. [SEE BELOW] 
a. Does the department use global positioning system (GPS) to assist in any part of 
the operation? 
o Yes 
o No – SKIP to question 16 
 
b. If you answered yes to question 15a, how does the department use a GPS to assist 
in any part of its operation? 
Mark (X) all that apply 
o Officer/patrol car location 
system 
o 911 call-for-service location 
identification 
o Street correction/validation 













Section IV: Analysis 
 
17. What types of data does your department geocode and map?  
Mark (X) all that apply 
o Calls for 
service (CAD) 





























18. Which types of crimes does your department map? 

















o Drug offenses 
o Domestic violence 
o Traffic offenses 
o Forgery/fraud 
o Firearm discharge 
o Vandalism/destru




o Other sex offenses 
o DUI/DWI 






19. What type of computerized crime mapping analyses does the department perform? 
Mark (X) all that apply 
o Automated pin maps 
o Trend analyses 
o Temporal analyses 
o Offender movement 
o Pattern analyses 
o Situational analyses 












20. How often does the department conduct crime mapping analyses? 





o As needed 




21. [SEE BELOW] 
a. Does the department crime cluster or hot spot analyses? 
o Yes 
o No – SKIP to question 21 
 
 
b. If you answered yes to question 20a, please indicate which crime cluster or hot 
spot analysis methods are used by the department. 
Mark (X) all that apply 
o Visual identification of hot 
spots 
o Computer program that 
identifies hot spots (e.g. 
STAC) (Specify) 
o Other (Specify)  
 
 
22. How does the department use the results produced by crime mapping analyses? 
Mark (X) all that apply 
o Inform patrol officers and 
investigators 
o Apply or evaluate specific 
interventions 
o Identify locations with repeat 
calls-for-service 
o Assist in resource allocation 
decisions 
o Assist dispatchers 
o Inform the community 
o Redistricting (e.g. beats, 
reporting areas) 
o Other administrative decisions 







Section V: Map Files 
 
23. What is the source of the street map in your department uses for crime mapping? 
Mark (X) all that apply 
o Commercial vendor (Specify)  
o Government agency (Specify) 
o Develop mapfiles in-house(Specify) 
o Other (Specify)  
 
24. Which of the following best describes the reference files that you use for geocoding and 
crime mapping? 
Mark (X) all that apply 
o Street centerlines 
o Parcel database 




25. Have street maps been edited for accuracy and detail? 
Mark (X) all that apply 
o Maps are not edited 
o Address verification function in dispatch system 
o Address verification function in records management system 
o Extensive edits to street maps have been made 




26. How often are the street maps updated? 




o Maps are not updated 
















Section VI: Administration 
 
27. Which level(s) in the department and/or jurisdiction receive and respond to requests for 
computerized crime maps? 
Mark (X) all that apply 
o Command officers 
o Patrol officers 
o Chief’s office 
o Investigation Unit 
o Special task forces 
o Mayor 
o City council 
o Other city officials 
o Commissioner 
o Community groups 
o General public 




28. [SEE BELOW] 
a. Does the department keep an archive of geocoded data? 
o Yes 
o No – SKIP to question 28a 
 
b. If you answered yes to question 27a, for which years does the department have 
geocoded data? 
 
   to         
 
 
c. If you answered yes to question 27a, for how long does the department archive the 





29.  [SEE BELOW] 
a. Does the department use other external data sources in conjunction with its geocoded 
crime data? 
o Yes 















b. If you answered yes to question 28a, please indicate which external data sources are 
used. 
Mark (X) all that apply 
 
o City planning data 
o Census data 
o Housing authority data 
o Parks information 
o Utilities information 
o Property assessment data 
o Student population data (Dept. of Education 
o Business listings 




30. [SEE BELOW] 
a. Does your unit or division work with other departments or divisions internal to the 
police agency in coordinated computerized crime mapping analyses? 
o Yes 
o No – SKIP to question 30a 
 
b. If you answered yes to question 29a, please list by name the three other departments 






31. [SEE BELOW] 
a. Does your department or division work with other police departments to conduct 
cross jurisdictional computerized crime mapping analyses? 
o Yes 
o No – SKIP to question 31 
 
b. If you answered yes to question 30a, with how many other departments does your 












c. If you answered yes to question 30a, through what mechanism does the department 
conduct cross-jurisdictional computerized crime mapping analyses? 
Mark (X) all that apply. 
o Specialized task force 
o Interagency consortium 







32. Which of the following statements best characterizes your department’s interest in 
computer training for crime mapping? 
Mark (X) all that apply 
o We would send key employees if costs were reasonable 
o We would send key employees if no costs were involved 
o We are interested but have no budget for training 
o We are interested in information only at this point 
o We are not interested 
 
33. Please rate the likelihood that your department would send employees to a conference on 
computer mapping techniques and analyses (Circle appropriate number, where 1 = Not 
very likely and 5 = Very likely). 
 
1 2 3 4 5 








34. Rate each of the following factors according to the extent to which they have a negative 
impact on your department’s ability to use crime mapping effectively (Circle appropriate 
number, 1 = Not very likely and 5 = Very likely). 
 
Limited computer resources 1 2 3 4 5 
 No problem                     Serious 
problem 
Limited financial resources 1 2 3 4 5 
 No problem                     Serious 
problem 
Limited time 1 2 3 4 5 
 No problem                     Serious 
problem 
Limited training opportunities 1 2 3 4 5 
 No problem                     Serious 
problem 
Limited working knowledge of how 
mapping is used in the field 
1 2 3 4 5 
 No problem                     Serious 
problem 
Limited interest from administration 1 2 3 4 5 
 No problem                     Serious 
problem 
Limited interest from support staff 1 2 3 4 5 
 No problem                     Serious 
problem 
Difficulties with computer software 1 2 3 4 5 




1 2 3 4 5 




1 2 3 4 5 










35. Which funding sources has your department used to support each of the following costs 
for crime mapping? 




















































































Hardware           
Software           
Training           
Technical 
Assistance 
          
 
36. Rate each of the following statements about your department’s support of crime mapping 
(Circle the appropriate number, 1 = not accurate and 5 = Very accurate). 
Leadership financially supports crime 
mapping efforts 
1 2 3 4 5 
 No problem                     Serious 
problem 
It is well accepted within the department 
that mapping is a valuable tool 
1 2 3 4 5 
 No problem                     Serious 
problem 
Mapping directives comes from the top 1 2 3 4 5 




Thank you for completing this survey.  Your feedback is very important to us. 
 






Section VII: Survey Continuation For Departments Not Using GIS 
 
37. Has your department made plans to purchase equipment or software for computerized 




38. Rate each of the following factors according to the extent to which they have a negative 
impact on your department’s ability to initiate crime mapping effectively (Circle 
appropriate number, 1 = Not very likely and 5 = Very likely). 
 
Limited computer resources 1 2 3 4 5 
 No problem                     Serious 
problem 
Limited financial resources 1 2 3 4 5 
 No problem                     Serious 
problem 
Limited time 1 2 3 4 5 
 No problem                     Serious 
problem 
Limited training opportunities 1 2 3 4 5 
 No problem                     Serious 
problem 
Limited working knowledge of how 
mapping is used in the field 
1 2 3 4 5 
 No problem                     Serious 
problem 
Limited interest from administration 1 2 3 4 5 
 No problem                     Serious 
problem 
Limited interest from support staff 1 2 3 4 5 
 No problem                     Serious 
problem 
Difficulties with computer software 1 2 3 4 5 




1 2 3 4 5 




1 2 3 4 5 
 No problem                     Serious 
problem 
 
39. [See Below] 










b. Please indicate the type(s) of computer software used by the department. 
Mark (X) all that apply 
o Database management 
o Statistical 
o Spreadsheets 
o Word processing 
o E-mail 
o Network management 
o Project management 
o Desktop Publishing 
o CAD/CAM 
o Multimedia applications 
o Other (Specify) 
o None of the above 
 
c. If your department uses database management software, please indicate which 
program(s) you use. 




o Microsoft Access 
o Paradox 
o Sybase 
o Other (Specify) 
 
40. Would crime mapping software that requires minimal training be useful to your 
department? (Circle appropriate number, where 1 = Not very useful and 5 = Very useful). 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 Not very useful                  Very useful 
 
41. Which of the following statements best characterizes your department’s interest in 
computer training for crime mapping? 
Mark (X) all that apply 
o We would send key employees if costs were reasonable 
o We would send key employees if no costs were involved 
o We are interested but have no budget for training 
o We are interested in information only at this point 
o We are not interested 
 
42. Please rate the likelihood that your department would send employees to a conference on 
computer mapping techniques and analyses (Circle appropriate number, where 1 = Not 
very likely and 5 = Very likely). 
 





Not very likely                     Very likely 
 
 
Thank you for completing this survey.  Your feedback is very important to us. 
 
























RESULTS: WHO DOES CRIME MAPPING? 
 















Results: Crime Mapping Software 
 
 























Results: Types of Crime Mapping Analyses 
 



















































• Computer Hardware:  (1/+ ck) 
– (92) – PC/Desktop 
– (35) – Laptop 
– (31) – Network 
– (6) – Mainframe 
– (5) – Computer Tablets 
– (4) – Smartphones 
 
• Computer Operating Systems (OS): (1/+ ck) 
– (68) – Windows 7 
– (31) – Windows XP 
– (7) – Windows 8.x 
– (2) – Windows Vista 
– (1) – Windows 3.x 
– (1) – Windows 98  





ONLINE DASHBOARD ADDENDUM 
 
 
• Department use an “online dashboard” 
– Yes: 37 
– No: 65 
• Which “online dashboard” program? (1/+ ck) 
– (15) - CrimeView (OmegaGroup) 
– (12) - RAIDSONLINE 
– (8) - ATACRAIDS 
– (7) - Crimemapping.com 
– (5) – Google Maps/My Maps 
– (5) – Crime Reports Plus 
– (6) – Other 






Appendix IV: Study Data Output 
 
  /STATISTICS=STDDEV MEAN MEDIAN 












Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
244 
Missing Value Handling 
Definition of Missing 
User-defined missing values are treated 
as missing. 
Cases Used 








q0002 q0003_0001 q0004_0001 
q0004_0002 q0004_0003 q0005_0001 
q0005_0002 
    q0005_0003 q0006_0001 
q0006_0002 q0006_0003 q0007_0001 
q0007_0002 q0007_0003 q0007_0004 
q0007_0005 
    q0007_0006 q0007_0007 
q0007_0008 q0007_0009 q0007_0010 
q0007_0011 q0007_0012 q0007_0013 
q0007_0014 
    q0007_0015 q0007_0016 
q0007_0017 q0007_0018 q0007_0019 
q0007_0020 q0007_0021 q0007_0022 
q0007_0023 
    q0007_0024 q0007_other 
q0008_0001 q0008_0002 q0008_0003 
q0008_0004 q0008_0005 q0008_0006 
q0008_0007 
    q0008_0008 q0008_0009 
q0008_0010 q0008_0011 q0008_other 
q0009 q0010_0001 q0010_0002 
q0010_0003 
    q0010_0004 q0010_other 
q0011_0001 q0011_0002 q0011_0003 
q0011_0004 q0011_0005 q0012 
q0013_0001 
    q0013_0002 q0014 q0015 
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    q0019 q0020_0001 q0020_0002 
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q0020_0006 q0020_0007 q0020_0008 
    q0020_0009 q0020_other q0021 
q0022 q0023_0001 q0023_0002 
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q0028_0012 q0028_0013 q0028_other 
q0029 
    q0030 q0031 q0032_0001 
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q0034_0015 q0034_0016 q0034_0017 
q0034_0018 
    q0034_0019 q0034_0020 
q0034_0021 q0034_0022 q0034_0023 
q0034_other q0035_0001 q0035_0002 
q0035_0003 
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q0035_0006 q0035_other q0036_0001 






    q0036_other q0037 q0038_0001 
q0038_0002 q0038_0003 q0038_other 
q0039_0001 q0039_0002 q0039_0003 
    q0039_0004 q0039_0005 
q0039_0006 q0039_0007 q0039_0008 
q0039_0009 q0039_other q0040_0001 
q0040_0002 
    q0040_0003 q0040_0004 
q0041_0001 q0041_0002 q0041_other 
q0042_0001 q0042_0002 q0042_0003 
q0042_0004 
    q0042_other q0043_0001 
q0043_0002 q0043_0003 q0043_0004 
q0043_other q0044_0001 q0044_0002 
    q0044_0003 q0044_0004 
q0044_0005 q0044_0006 q0044_0007 
q0044_0008 q0044_0009 q0044_0010 
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    q0044_other q0045 q0046_0001 
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q0047_0003 q0048 q0049_0001 
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q0049_0004 q0049_0005 q0049_0006 
q0049_0007 q0049_0008 q0049_other 
q0050 
    q0051_0001 q0051_0002 
q0051_0003 q0052 q0053 q0054_0001 
q0054_0002 q0054_0003 q0054_other 
    q0055_0001 q0055_0002 
q0055_0003 q0055_0004 q0055_0005 
q0056 q0057_0001 q0057_0002 
q0057_0003 
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q0057_0006 q0057_0007 q0057_0008 
q0057_0009 q0057_0010 q0057_other 
































    q0060 q0061_0001 q0061_0002 
q0061_0003 q0062 q0063_0001 
q0063_0002 q0063_0003 q0063_0004 
q0063_0005 
    q0063_0006 q0063_0007 
q0063_0008 q0063_0009 q0063_0010 
q0063_other q0064 q0065_0001 
q0065_0002 
    q0065_0003 q0065_0004 
q0065_0005 q0065_0006 q0065_0007 
q0065_0008 q0065_0009 q0065_0010 
q0065_0011 
    q0065_0012 q0065_other 
q0066_0001 q0066_0002 q0066_0003 





    q0066_other q0067 q0068_0001 
q0068_0002 q0068_0003 q0068_0004 
q0068_0005 q0069 
  /STATISTICS=STDDEV MEAN 
MEDIAN 
  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 
Resources 
Processor Time 00:00:01.42 








 Do you agree 









No. of Sworn 
Personnel 
N 
Valid 244 124 124 244 244 
Missing 0 120 120 0 0 
Mean 1.0082 1.8871 615108.1774   
Median 1.0000 1.0000 79000.0000   
Std. Deviation .09035 1.45507 2148823.72865   
 
Statistics 

















Valid 244 244 244 244 244 
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 
Mean      
Median      





















all that apply. 








all that apply. 








Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 244 244 113 112 113 
Missing 0 0 131 132 131 
Mean   1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median   1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Std. Deviation   .00000 .00000 .00000 
 
Statistics 








Check all that 
apply. 








all that apply. 








all that apply. 








all that apply. 








Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 114 108 106 113 108 
Missing 130 136 138 131 136 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
















Check all that 
apply. 








all that apply. 








all that apply. 








all that apply. 








Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 111 106 106 85 109 
Missing 133 138 138 159 135 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Std. Deviation .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 
 
Statistics 








Check all that 
apply. 








all that apply. 








all that apply. 








all that apply. 








Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 107 107 108 109 96 
Missing 137 137 136 135 148 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
















Check all that 
apply. 








all that apply. 








all that apply. 








all that apply. 








Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 84 105 102 102 104 
Missing 160 139 142 142 140 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Std. Deviation .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 
 
Statistics 















your section or 
unit currently 
perform? 





your section or 
unit currently 
perform? 





your section or 
unit currently 
perform? 
Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 4 244 52 95 95 
Missing 240 0 192 149 149 
Mean 1.0000  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 








 1.Which types 
of crime 
analysis does 
your section or 
unit currently 
perform? 





your section or 
unit currently 
perform? 





your section or 
unit currently 
perform? 





your section or 
unit currently 
perform? 





your section or 
unit currently 
perform? 
Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 72 43 58 105 44 
Missing 172 201 186 139 200 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Std. Deviation .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 
 
Statistics 
 1.Which types 
of crime 
analysis does 
your section or 
unit currently 
perform? 





your section or 
unit currently 
perform? 





your section or 
unit currently 
perform? 











Valid 60 82 76 244 118 
Missing 184 162 168 0 126 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000  1.0847 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000  1.0000 



































Valid 98 10 16 3 244 
Missing 146 234 228 241 0 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000  
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000  
Std. Deviation .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000  
 
Statistics 
 Crime analysis 
staff 
Patrol Officers Investigative 
Staff 
Dispatch Other (Specify) 
N 
Valid 97 45 48 40 38 
Missing 147 199 196 204 206 
Mean 70.2577 5.0444 8.8750 1.2750 17.0789 
Median 100.0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 
Std. Deviation 42.26856 13.92505 19.64864 4.62982 35.71159 
 
Statistics 
 If the department 
has crime 
analysis staff, are 
they centralized 




Years Months Do the crime data 















Valid 104 100 34 104 104 
Missing 140 144 210 140 140 
Mean 1.2596 8.4800 2.7941 1.0288 1.2692 
Median 1.0000 7.5000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 








 How would you 
characterized 








Check all that 
apply. 
How would you 
characterized 








Check all that 
apply. 
How would you 
characterized 








Check all that 
apply. 
How would you 
characterized 








Check all that 
apply. 
How would you 
characterized 








Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 63 24 41 14 45 
Missing 181 220 203 230 199 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Std. Deviation .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 
 
Statistics 
 How would you 
characterized 


































Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 16 244 102 8 12 
Missing 228 0 142 236 232 
Mean 1.0000  1.6373 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000  2.0000 1.0000 1.0000 








 If your 
response to 
question 7a 




































Valid 15 7 5 5 244 
Missing 229 237 239 239 0 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000  
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000  
Std. Deviation .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000  
 
Statistics 





























Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 102 25 69 3 0 
Missing 142 219 175 241 244 
Mean 1.1176 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000  
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000  




































Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 4 1 8 0 0 
Missing 240 243 236 244 244 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000   
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000   
Std. Deviation .00000  .00000   
 
Statistics 
 Other (please 
specify) 








































Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 244 244 97 51 93 
Missing 0 0 147 193 151 
Mean   1.7010 1.0000 1.0000 
Median   2.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
























































Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 81 90 22 17 43 
Missing 163 154 222 227 201 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Std. Deviation .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 
 
Statistics 
































all that apply.) 
N 
Valid 63 43 244 97 17 
Missing 181 201 0 147 227 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000  1.2474 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000  1.0000 1.0000 





































all that apply.) 
N 
Valid 2 9 58 2 1 
Missing 242 235 186 242 243 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Std. Deviation .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000  
 
Statistics 








Which of the 
following are 




Check all that 
apply. 
Which of the 
following are 




Check all that 
apply. 
Which of the 
following are 




Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 244 244 6 92 31 
Missing 0 0 238 152 213 
Mean   1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median   1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 








 Which of the 
following are 




Check all that 
apply. 
Which of the 
following are 




Check all that 
apply. 
Which of the 
following are 















setup?  Check 
all that apply. 
N 
Valid 35 5 4 244 7 
Missing 209 239 240 0 237 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000  1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000  1.0000 










setup?  Check 








setup?  Check 








setup?  Check 








setup?  Check 








setup?  Check 
all that apply. 
N 
Valid 68 2 31 0 1 
Missing 176 242 213 244 243 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000  1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000  1.0000 















setup?  Check 








setup?  Check 








setup?  Check 








setup?  Check 








setup?  Check 
all that apply. 
N 
Valid 1 0 0 0 0 
Missing 243 244 244 244 244 
Mean 1.0000     
Median 1.0000     
















setup?  Check 








setup?  Check 






(Email or the 
World Wide 
Web)? 
How likely is it 















1 = “Not very 
likely” and 5 = 
“Very likely”) 
N 
Valid 0 0 244 97 96 
Missing 244 244 0 147 148 
Mean    1.0103 3.5104 
Median    1.0000 4.0000 














to assist in any 
part of the 
operation? 
How does the 
department use 
a GPS to assist 
in any part of 
its operation?  
Check all that 
apply. 
How does the 
department use 
a GPS to assist 
in any part of 
its operation?  
Check all that 
apply. 
How does the 
department use 
a GPS to assist 
in any part of 
its operation?  
Check all that 
apply. 
How does the 
department use 
a GPS to assist 
in any part of 
its operation?  
Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 97 52 49 21 16 
Missing 147 192 195 223 228 
Mean 1.3608 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Std. Deviation .48273 .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 
 
Statistics 
 Other (please 
specify) 
What types of 





Check all that 
apply. 
What types of 





Check all that 
apply. 
What types of 





Check all that 
apply. 
What types of 





Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 244 80 89 41 32 
Missing 0 164 155 203 212 
Mean  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 








 What types of 





Check all that 
apply. 
What types of 





Check all that 
apply. 
What types of 





Check all that 
apply. 
What types of 





Check all that 
apply. 
What types of 





Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 14 55 28 38 39 
Missing 230 189 216 206 205 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Std. Deviation .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 
 
Statistics 
 What types of 















Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 38 244 89 82 78 
Missing 206 0 155 162 166 
Mean 1.0000  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 














Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 82 66 52 88 85 
Missing 162 178 192 156 159 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Std. Deviation .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 
 
Statistics 






Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 87 64 54 51 65 
Missing 157 180 190 193 179 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 














Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 54 63 46 51 63 
Missing 190 181 198 193 181 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Std. Deviation .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 
 
Statistics 






Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 30 52 49 49 57 
Missing 214 192 195 195 187 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 








 Other (please 
specify) 






Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 244 69 67 58 20 
Missing 0 175 177 186 224 
Mean  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Std. Deviation  .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 
 
Statistics 






Check all that 
apply. 















Check all that 
apply. 





Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 69 41 244 36 37 
Missing 175 203 0 208 207 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000  1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000  1.0000 1.0000 













Check all that 
apply. 





Check all that 
apply. 















Valid 9 29 51 244 95 
Missing 235 215 193 0 149 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000  1.0947 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000  1.0000 
Std. Deviation .00000 .00000 .00000  .29440 
 
Statistics 
 Please indicate 
which crime 
cluster or hot 
spot analysis 
methods are 
used by the 
department. 




cluster or hot 
spot analysis 
methods are 
used by the 
department. 




cluster or hot 
spot analysis 
methods are 
used by the 
department. 










Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 61 44 9 244 91 
Missing 183 200 235 0 153 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000  1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000  1.0000 














Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 46 60 56 6 46 
Missing 198 184 188 238 198 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Std. Deviation .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 
 
Statistics 






Check all that 
apply. 






Check all that 
apply. 














Valid 26 43 3 244 244 
Missing 218 201 241 0 0 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000   
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000   






















Check all that 
apply. 








Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 244 244 244 75 49 
Missing 0 0 0 169 195 
Mean    1.0000 1.0000 
Median    1.0000 1.0000 
Std. Deviation    .00000 .00000 
 
Statistics 

























all that apply. 
N 
Valid 244 21 38 40 29 
Missing 0 223 206 204 215 
Mean  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 








 Other (please 
specify) 
How often are 
the street maps 
updated? 
Check all that 
apply. 
How often are 
the street maps 
updated? 
Check all that 
apply. 
How often are 
the street maps 
updated? 
Check all that 
apply. 
How often are 
the street maps 
updated? 
Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 244 18 20 15 6 
Missing 0 226 224 229 238 
Mean  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Std. Deviation  .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 
 
Statistics 
















































Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 244 68 61 57 65 
Missing 0 176 183 187 179 
Mean  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 


































































Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 49 15 26 17 3 
Missing 195 229 218 227 241 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 


















Check all that 
apply. 




















Valid 27 28 244 92 244 
Missing 217 216 0 152 0 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000  1.4457  
Median 1.0000 1.0000  1.0000  
Std. Deviation .00000 .00000  .49976  
 
Statistics 














Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 244 14 4 4 87 30 
Missing 0 230 240 240 157 214 
Mean  78.1429 249.7500 249.7500 1.4828 1.0000 
Median  5.0000 .0000 .0000 1.0000 1.0000 









































Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 28 14 29 19 22 
Missing 216 230 215 225 222 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Std. Deviation .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 
 
Statistics 









data sources are 
used. 
 




Does your unit 












Valid 4 20 244 87 244 
Missing 240 224 0 157 0 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000  1.4598  
Median 1.0000 1.0000  1.0000  








 2. 3. Does your 
department or 
























Valid 244 244 87 244 13 
Missing 0 0 157 0 231 
Mean   1.5977  1.0000 
Median   2.0000  1.0000 
Std. Deviation   .49320  .00000 
 
Statistics 
































Check all that 
apply. 












Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 15 8 244 51 35 
Missing 229 236 0 193 209 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000  1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000  1.0000 1.0000 




















Check all that 
apply. 












Check all that 
apply. 












Check all that 
apply. 













1 = Not very 






Valid 19 11 6 83 82 
Missing 225 233 238 161 162 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 3.5181 2.3171 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 3.0000 2.0000 










how mapping is 





Valid 83 83 83 82 83 
Missing 161 161 161 162 161 
Mean 3.5301 3.1687 3.1446 2.5976 2.4940 
Median 4.0000 3.0000 3.0000 3.0000 2.0000 



















Valid 83 83 13 6 244 3 
Missing 161 161 231 238 0 241 
Mean 2.4578 2.3614 3.3846 1.8333  1.0000 
Median 3.0000 2.0000 4.0000 1.5000  1.0000 
Std. Deviation 1.15083 1.08850 1.66024 .98319  .00000 
 
Statistics 
 Hardware Hardware Hardware Hardware Hardware Hardware Hardware 
N 
Valid 5 3 2 1 1 46 13 
Missing 239 241 242 243 243 198 231 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Std. Deviation .00000 .00000 .00000   .00000 .00000 
 
Statistics 
 Hardware Hardware Software Software Software Software Software 
N 
Valid 2 11 2 5 4 4 1 
Missing 242 233 242 239 240 240 243 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Std. Deviation .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000 .00000  
 
Statistics 
 Software Software Software Software Software Training Training 
N 
Valid 0 46 13 4 13 1 2 
Missing 244 198 231 240 231 243 242 
Mean  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 








 Training Training Training Training Training Training Training 
N 
Valid 2 5 2 1 42 10 4 
Missing 242 239 242 243 202 234 240 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 













Valid 16 0 1 0 2 
Missing 228 244 243 244 242 
Mean 1.0000  1.0000  1.0000 
Median 1.0000  1.0000  1.0000 














Valid 2 0 39 6 4 
Missing 242 244 205 238 240 
Mean 1.0000  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 














It is well 
accepted within 
the department 
that mapping is 
a valuable tool 
Mapping 
directives 
comes from the 
top 
Thank you for 
completing this 










Valid 19 76 77 77 244 
Missing 225 168 167 167 0 
Mean 1.0000 3.6579 3.8571 2.9740  
Median 1.0000 4.0000 4.0000 3.0000  








It is well 
accepted within 
the department 
that mapping is 
a valuable tool 
Mapping 
directives 
















Valid 10 10 10 10 9 
Missing 234 234 234 234 235 
Mean 2.9000 2.9000 3.0000 1.7000 2.5556 
Median 3.0000 2.5000 3.0000 2.0000 2.0000 















how mapping is 





Valid 9 9 9 9 9 
Missing 235 235 235 235 235 
Mean 3.6667 3.2222 3.2222 3.0000 2.6667 
Median 4.0000 3.0000 3.0000 3.0000 3.0000 
Std. Deviation 1.41421 .83333 .97183 1.32288 1.32288 
 
Statistics 










Valid 9 9 0 0 244 
Missing 235 235 244 244 0 
Mean 3.1111 2.1111    
Median 3.0000 2.0000    

















Check all that 
apply. 
Please indicate 






Check all that 
apply. 
Please indicate 






Check all that 
apply. 
Please indicate 






Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 10 4 5 10 8 
Missing 234 240 239 234 236 
Mean 1.1000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 








 Please indicate 






Check all that 
apply. 
Please indicate 






Check all that 
apply. 
Please indicate 






Check all that 
apply. 
Please indicate 






Check all that 
apply. 
Please indicate 






Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 8 4 1 3 6 
Missing 236 240 243 241 238 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 




 Please indicate 






Check all that 
apply. 
Please indicate 






Check all that 
apply. 
Please indicate 


















use. Check all 
that apply. 
N 
Valid 5 0 0 244 0 
Missing 239 244 244 0 244 
Mean 1.0000     
Median 1.0000     
























































use. Check all 
that apply. 
N 
Valid 1 0 4 0 0 
Missing 243 244 240 244 244 
Mean 1.0000  1.0000   
Median 1.0000  1.0000   

















1 = Not very 
useful and 5 = 
Very useful). 












Check all that 
apply. 












Check all that 
apply. 












Check all that 
apply. 
N 
Valid 244 10 8 3 2 
Missing 0 234 236 241 242 
Mean  4.9000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 
Median  5.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 








 Which of the following 
statements best 
characterizes your 
department’s interest in 
computer training for 
crime mapping? Check 
all that apply. 
Which of the following 
statements best 
characterizes your 
department’s interest in 
computer training for 
crime mapping? Check 
all that apply. 
Please rate the 
likelihood that your 
department would send 






where 1 = Not very 
likely and 5 = Very 
likely). 
N 
Valid 2 1 10 
Missing 242 243 234 
Mean 1.0000 1.0000 2.7000 
Median 1.0000 1.0000 3.0000 














Do you agree to participate in this survey? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Yes 242 99.2 99.2 99.2 
No 2 .8 .8 100.0 
Total 244 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Which category best describes your agency type? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
General Purpose Municipal 
Police Department 
86 35.2 69.4 69.4 
General Purpose County 
Police Department 
6 2.5 4.8 74.2 
State Police Department 4 1.6 3.2 77.4 
Sheriff’s Department 16 6.6 12.9 90.3 
Special Police Department 
(e.g. Campus Police, Transit 
Polic 
12 4.9 9.7 100.0 
Total 124 50.8 100.0  
Missing System 120 49.2   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
10000.00 1 .4 .8 .8 
10080.00 1 .4 .8 1.6 
12000.00 2 .8 1.6 3.2 
14500.00 1 .4 .8 4.0 





16000.00 1 .4 .8 7.3 
19500.00 2 .8 1.6 8.9 
20000.00 2 .8 1.6 10.5 
20115.00 1 .4 .8 11.3 
25000.00 1 .4 .8 12.1 
26000.00 1 .4 .8 12.9 
27217.00 1 .4 .8 13.7 
28000.00 2 .8 1.6 15.3 
29000.00 1 .4 .8 16.1 
30000.00 4 1.6 3.2 19.4 
32000.00 1 .4 .8 20.2 
33500.00 1 .4 .8 21.0 
34000.00 1 .4 .8 21.8 
35000.00 1 .4 .8 22.6 
37000.00 1 .4 .8 23.4 
40000.00 4 1.6 3.2 26.6 
43000.00 2 .8 1.6 28.2 
44000.00 1 .4 .8 29.0 
45000.00 2 .8 1.6 30.6 
46000.00 1 .4 .8 31.5 
48000.00 1 .4 .8 32.3 
50000.00 2 .8 1.6 33.9 
50720.00 1 .4 .8 34.7 
54000.00 1 .4 .8 35.5 
55000.00 1 .4 .8 36.3 
56000.00 1 .4 .8 37.1 
57000.00 1 .4 .8 37.9 
58000.00 1 .4 .8 38.7 
60000.00 2 .8 1.6 40.3 
62500.00 1 .4 .8 41.1 
65000.00 3 1.2 2.4 43.5 
70000.00 2 .8 1.6 45.2 
71000.00 1 .4 .8 46.0 
72000.00 1 .4 .8 46.8 
74000.00 1 .4 .8 47.6 





78000.00 2 .8 1.6 50.0 
80000.00 1 .4 .8 50.8 
83385.00 1 .4 .8 51.6 
89000.00 1 .4 .8 52.4 
90000.00 1 .4 .8 53.2 
99000.00 1 .4 .8 54.0 
100000.00 6 2.5 4.8 58.9 
112000.00 1 .4 .8 59.7 
120000.00 1 .4 .8 60.5 
135000.00 1 .4 .8 61.3 
136000.00 1 .4 .8 62.1 
150000.00 1 .4 .8 62.9 
165000.00 1 .4 .8 63.7 
171000.00 1 .4 .8 64.5 
189000.00 1 .4 .8 65.3 
192000.00 1 .4 .8 66.1 
200000.00 2 .8 1.6 67.7 
208000.00 1 .4 .8 68.5 
222000.00 1 .4 .8 69.4 
230000.00 1 .4 .8 70.2 
250000.00 4 1.6 3.2 73.4 
260000.00 1 .4 .8 74.2 
280000.00 1 .4 .8 75.0 
300000.00 5 2.0 4.0 79.0 
305704.00 1 .4 .8 79.8 
312195.00 1 .4 .8 80.6 
340000.00 1 .4 .8 81.5 
347000.00 1 .4 .8 82.3 
350000.00 2 .8 1.6 83.9 
365000.00 1 .4 .8 84.7 
425000.00 1 .4 .8 85.5 
428000.00 1 .4 .8 86.3 
431346.00 1 .4 .8 87.1 
444000.00 1 .4 .8 87.9 
520152.00 1 .4 .8 88.7 





1000000.00 1 .4 .8 90.3 
1100000.00 1 .4 .8 91.1 
1250000.00 1 .4 .8 91.9 
1400000.00 1 .4 .8 92.7 
1500000.00 1 .4 .8 93.5 
2200000.00 1 .4 .8 94.4 
2700000.00 1 .4 .8 95.2 
2900000.00 1 .4 .8 96.0 
3800000.00 1 .4 .8 96.8 
6000000.00 1 .4 .8 97.6 
8000000.00 1 .4 .8 98.4 
12000000.00 1 .4 .8 99.2 
18000000.00 1 .4 .8 100.0 
Total 124 50.8 100.0  
Missing System 120 49.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
Agency/Department (e.g., NYPD) 




Valid Percent: 100 















No. of Sworn Personnel 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 127 52.0 52.0 52.0 
? 1 .4 .4 52.5 
0 1 .4 .4 52.9 
100 3 1.2 1.2 54.1 
102 1 .4 .4 54.5 
103 1 .4 .4 54.9 
106 1 .4 .4 55.3 
1100 1 .4 .4 55.7 
120 1 .4 .4 56.1 
12000 1 .4 .4 56.6 
122 1 .4 .4 57.0 
124 1 .4 .4 57.4 
127 2 .8 .8 58.2 
128 1 .4 .4 58.6 
1300 2 .8 .8 59.4 
135 1 .4 .4 59.8 
1400 1 .4 .4 60.2 
142 2 .8 .8 61.1 
147 1 .4 .4 61.5 
15 1 .4 .4 61.9 
153 1 .4 .4 62.3 
159 1 .4 .4 62.7 
166 1 .4 .4 63.1 
170 1 .4 .4 63.5 
174 1 .4 .4 63.9 
180 1 .4 .4 64.3 
185 1 .4 .4 64.8 
189 1 .4 .4 65.2 
19 1 .4 .4 65.6 
197 1 .4 .4 66.0 
198 1 .4 .4 66.4 
200 1 .4 .4 66.8 





21 1 .4 .4 67.6 
212 1 .4 .4 68.0 
2222 1 .4 .4 68.4 
225 1 .4 .4 68.9 
226 1 .4 .4 69.3 
23 1 .4 .4 69.7 
235 1 .4 .4 70.1 
239 1 .4 .4 70.5 
2743 1 .4 .4 70.9 
3 1 .4 .4 71.3 
300 1 .4 .4 71.7 
31 1 .4 .4 72.1 
316 1 .4 .4 72.5 
32 1 .4 .4 73.0 
323 1 .4 .4 73.4 
350 1 .4 .4 73.8 
3500 1 .4 .4 74.2 
36 1 .4 .4 74.6 
360 1 .4 .4 75.0 
37 1 .4 .4 75.4 
39 1 .4 .4 75.8 
390 1 .4 .4 76.2 
400 1 .4 .4 76.6 
420 1 .4 .4 77.0 
430 2 .8 .8 77.9 
450 1 .4 .4 78.3 
46 2 .8 .8 79.1 
47 1 .4 .4 79.5 
48 2 .8 .8 80.3 
50 3 1.2 1.2 81.6 
500 2 .8 .8 82.4 
5000 1 .4 .4 82.8 
52 1 .4 .4 83.2 
525 1 .4 .4 83.6 





54 1 .4 .4 84.8 
57 2 .8 .8 85.7 
60 2 .8 .8 86.5 
600 1 .4 .4 86.9 
61 1 .4 .4 87.3 
615 1 .4 .4 87.7 
63 1 .4 .4 88.1 
65 2 .8 .8 88.9 
6500 1 .4 .4 89.3 
66 2 .8 .8 90.2 
68 2 .8 .8 91.0 
7 1 .4 .4 91.4 
70 1 .4 .4 91.8 
700 1 .4 .4 92.2 
71 1 .4 .4 92.6 
72 1 .4 .4 93.0 
73 2 .8 .8 93.9 
75 1 .4 .4 94.3 
79 1 .4 .4 94.7 
800 1 .4 .4 95.1 
8000 1 .4 .4 95.5 
841 1 .4 .4 95.9 
85 1 .4 .4 96.3 
90 3 1.2 1.2 97.5 
93 1 .4 .4 98.0 
94 1 .4 .4 98.4 
951 1 .4 .4 98.8 
96 1 .4 .4 99.2 
9646 1 .4 .4 99.6 
N/A 1 .4 .4 100.0 








No. of Non-Sworn Personnel 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 130 53.3 53.3 53.3 
? 1 .4 .4 53.7 
0 1 .4 .4 54.1 
10 1 .4 .4 54.5 
100 5 2.0 2.0 56.6 
103 1 .4 .4 57.0 
107 1 .4 .4 57.4 
11 2 .8 .8 58.2 
117 1 .4 .4 58.6 
12 1 .4 .4 59.0 
120 1 .4 .4 59.4 
121 1 .4 .4 59.8 
124 1 .4 .4 60.2 
1301 1 .4 .4 60.7 
134 1 .4 .4 61.1 
14 5 2.0 2.0 63.1 
15 8 3.3 3.3 66.4 
150 2 .8 .8 67.2 
1500 1 .4 .4 67.6 
16 2 .8 .8 68.4 
18 1 .4 .4 68.9 
19 1 .4 .4 69.3 
20 4 1.6 1.6 70.9 
200 2 .8 .8 71.7 
205 1 .4 .4 72.1 
21 1 .4 .4 72.5 
22 2 .8 .8 73.4 
220 1 .4 .4 73.8 
2200 1 .4 .4 74.2 
222 1 .4 .4 74.6 
223 1 .4 .4 75.0 
224 1 .4 .4 75.4 





26 3 1.2 1.2 77.9 
265 1 .4 .4 78.3 
2692 1 .4 .4 78.7 
27 2 .8 .8 79.5 
30 7 2.9 2.9 82.4 
3000 1 .4 .4 82.8 
31 1 .4 .4 83.2 
34 1 .4 .4 83.6 
358 1 .4 .4 84.0 
36 1 .4 .4 84.4 
4 1 .4 .4 84.8 
40 3 1.2 1.2 86.1 
400 2 .8 .8 86.9 
4000 1 .4 .4 87.3 
42 1 .4 .4 87.7 
45 1 .4 .4 88.1 
46 1 .4 .4 88.5 
5 2 .8 .8 89.3 
50 4 1.6 1.6 91.0 
500 2 .8 .8 91.8 
6 5 2.0 2.0 93.9 
64 1 .4 .4 94.3 
68 1 .4 .4 94.7 
7 1 .4 .4 95.1 
75 1 .4 .4 95.5 
770 1 .4 .4 95.9 
8 2 .8 .8 96.7 
81 1 .4 .4 97.1 
83 1 .4 .4 97.5 
87 1 .4 .4 98.0 
88 1 .4 .4 98.4 
8811 1 .4 .4 98.8 
9 1 .4 .4 99.2 
97 1 .4 .4 99.6 





Total 244 100.0 100.0  
Your Bureau/Division (e.g., Patrol Division) 




Valid Percent: 100 





No. of Sworn Personnel 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 135 55.3 55.3 55.3 
? 1 .4 .4 55.7 
0 13 5.3 5.3 61.1 
1 1 .4 .4 61.5 
10 5 2.0 2.0 63.5 
100 1 .4 .4 63.9 
105 1 .4 .4 64.3 
11 3 1.2 1.2 65.6 
1100 1 .4 .4 66.0 
12 1 .4 .4 66.4 
1300 1 .4 .4 66.8 
140 1 .4 .4 67.2 
15 3 1.2 1.2 68.4 
150 1 .4 .4 68.9 
17 1 .4 .4 69.3 
18 1 .4 .4 69.7 
189 1 .4 .4 70.1 
2 3 1.2 1.2 71.3 





22 3 1.2 1.2 74.2 
225 1 .4 .4 74.6 
23 2 .8 .8 75.4 
27 1 .4 .4 75.8 
28 2 .8 .8 76.6 
29 1 .4 .4 77.0 
290 1 .4 .4 77.5 
3 10 4.1 4.1 81.6 
30 1 .4 .4 82.0 
32 1 .4 .4 82.4 
33 1 .4 .4 82.8 
333 1 .4 .4 83.2 
34 1 .4 .4 83.6 
35 2 .8 .8 84.4 
4 3 1.2 1.2 85.7 
40 2 .8 .8 86.5 
40+ 1 .4 .4 86.9 
46 2 .8 .8 87.7 
49 2 .8 .8 88.5 
5 4 1.6 1.6 90.2 
5000 1 .4 .4 90.6 
51 1 .4 .4 91.0 
6 4 1.6 1.6 92.6 
60 1 .4 .4 93.0 
7 3 1.2 1.2 94.3 
75 1 .4 .4 94.7 
79 1 .4 .4 95.1 
8 2 .8 .8 95.9 
80 1 .4 .4 96.3 
9 3 1.2 1.2 97.5 
91 1 .4 .4 98.0 
96 1 .4 .4 98.4 
n/a 1 .4 .4 98.8 
N/A 2 .8 .8 99.6 





Total 244 100.0 100.0  
 
 
No. of Non-Sworn Personnel 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 134 54.9 54.9 54.9 
? 2 .8 .8 55.7 
0 9 3.7 3.7 59.4 
1 15 6.1 6.1 65.6 
10 3 1.2 1.2 66.8 
100 2 .8 .8 67.6 
11 1 .4 .4 68.0 
111 1 .4 .4 68.4 
12 1 .4 .4 68.9 
13 1 .4 .4 69.3 
15 2 .8 .8 70.1 
16 1 .4 .4 70.5 
18 1 .4 .4 70.9 
2 17 7.0 7.0 77.9 
20 3 1.2 1.2 79.1 
21 1 .4 .4 79.5 
22 1 .4 .4 79.9 
25 1 .4 .4 80.3 
3 14 5.7 5.7 86.1 
30 1 .4 .4 86.5 
33 1 .4 .4 86.9 
4 6 2.5 2.5 89.3 
5 8 3.3 3.3 92.6 
500 1 .4 .4 93.0 
6 2 .8 .8 93.9 
7 4 1.6 1.6 95.5 
73 1 .4 .4 95.9 
75 1 .4 .4 96.3 





83 1 .4 .4 97.1 
9 3 1.2 1.2 98.4 
ALL 1 .4 .4 98.8 
n/a 1 .4 .4 99.2 
N/A 1 .4 .4 99.6 
UNK 1 .4 .4 100.0 




Your Section/Unit (e.g., Crime Analysis Unit) 




Valid Percent: 100 






















No. of Sworn Personnel 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 132 54.1 54.1 54.1 
0 60 24.6 24.6 78.7 
1 13 5.3 5.3 84.0 
10 2 .8 .8 84.8 
100 1 .4 .4 85.2 
15 2 .8 .8 86.1 
17 3 1.2 1.2 87.3 
2 5 2.0 2.0 89.3 
222 1 .4 .4 89.8 
225 1 .4 .4 90.2 
26 1 .4 .4 90.6 
3 5 2.0 2.0 92.6 
4 4 1.6 1.6 94.3 
5 5 2.0 2.0 96.3 
6 2 .8 .8 97.1 
7 3 1.2 1.2 98.4 
8 1 .4 .4 98.8 
9 1 .4 .4 99.2 
NA 1 .4 .4 99.6 
Not applicable 1 .4 .4 100.0 















No. of Non-Sworn Personnel 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 126 51.6 51.6 51.6 
0 13 5.3 5.3 57.0 
1 43 17.6 17.6 74.6 
12 1 .4 .4 75.0 
13 1 .4 .4 75.4 
16 1 .4 .4 75.8 
18 1 .4 .4 76.2 
2 18 7.4 7.4 83.6 
20 3 1.2 1.2 84.8 
22 1 .4 .4 85.2 
3 12 4.9 4.9 90.2 
3.5 1 .4 .4 90.6 
4 6 2.5 2.5 93.0 
5 4 1.6 1.6 94.7 
6 3 1.2 1.2 95.9 
7 3 1.2 1.2 97.1 
8 2 .8 .8 98.0 
83 1 .4 .4 98.4 
9 2 .8 .8 99.2 
NA 1 .4 .4 99.6 
Not applicable 1 .4 .4 100.0 
Total 244 100.0 100.0  
 
 
For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based 
computer records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Robbery 113 46.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 131 53.7   







For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based 
computer records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Homicide 112 45.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 132 54.1   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based 
computer records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Rape 113 46.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 131 53.7   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based computer 
records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Aggravated Assault 114 46.7 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 130 53.3   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based computer 
records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Common Assault 108 44.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 136 55.7   







For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based computer 
records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Disorderly Conduct 106 43.4 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 138 56.6   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based 
computer records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Burglary 113 46.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 131 53.7   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based 
computer records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Larceny/Theft 108 44.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 136 55.7   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based computer 
records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Motor vehicle theft 111 45.5 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 133 54.5   







For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based 
computer records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Arson 106 43.4 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 138 56.6   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based computer 
records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Weapons Violations 106 43.4 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 138 56.6   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based 
computer records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Gangs 85 34.8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 159 65.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based computer 
records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Drug offenses 109 44.7 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 135 55.3   







For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based computer 
records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Domestic Violence 107 43.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 137 56.1   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based computer 
records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Traffic Offenses 107 43.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 137 56.1   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based computer 
records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Forgery/Fraud 108 44.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 136 55.7   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based computer records? 
Check all that apply. 





109 44.7 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 135 55.3   







For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based computer 
records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Firearm Discharge 96 39.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 148 60.7   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based 
computer records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Gambling 84 34.4 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 160 65.6   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based 
computer records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Kidnapping 105 43.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 139 57.0   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based 
computer records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Prostitution 102 41.8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 142 58.2   







For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based computer 
records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Other sex Offenses 102 41.8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 142 58.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based 
computer records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid DWI/DUI 104 42.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 140 57.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
For which of the following crimes does the department keep incident based 
computer records? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid None 4 1.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 240 98.4   














Other (please specify) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 232 95.1 95.1 95.1 
ALL OF THE ABOVE 1 .4 .4 95.5 
All Part 1, Part 2, and a 
number of Service Incidents 
1 .4 .4 95.9 
All Part I and II UCR Crimes 1 .4 .4 96.3 
all reported incidents 1 .4 .4 96.7 
All UCR crime types plus 
Information cases, Civil 
matters, Threat 
Assessments, etc 
1 .4 .4 97.1 
anti social behaviour 1 .4 .4 97.5 
Criminal Mischief 1 .4 .4 98.0 
Domestic Violence, OHV 1 .4 .4 98.4 
municipal codes 1 .4 .4 98.8 
traffic accidents 1 .4 .4 99.2 
Traffic/non-traffic accidents, 
medical calls, liquor law 
violations, vagrancy, 
runaway juveniles & other 
juvenile offenses, deaths, 
mental cases, animal bites, 
firearm accidents & other 
injury accidents, disaster, 
public hazards, fire, lost 
person/animal/property, 
public assists, civil matters, 
residential/business & other 
alarms, suspicious activity, 
other agency assists, court 
orders, warrants 
1 .4 .4 99.6 
we don't collect stats 1 .4 .4 100.0 







1.Which types of crime analysis does your section or unit currently perform? Check all that 
apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Point Pattern Analysis 52 21.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 192 78.7   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
1.Which types of crime analysis does your section or unit currently perform? 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Pin Maps 95 38.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 149 61.1   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
1.Which types of crime analysis does your section or unit currently perform? Check all 
that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Trend Analyses 95 38.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 149 61.1   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
1.Which types of crime analysis does your section or unit currently perform? Check 
all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid UCR Reports 72 29.5 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 172 70.5   







1.Which types of crime analysis does your section or unit currently perform? Check 
all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Case Studies 43 17.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 201 82.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
1.Which types of crime analysis does your section or unit currently perform? Check all 
that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Incident Recaps 58 23.8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 186 76.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
1.Which types of crime analysis does your section or unit currently perform? Check all 
that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Statistical Reports 105 43.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 139 57.0   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
1.Which types of crime analysis does your section or unit currently perform? Check all 
that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Case Management 44 18.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 200 82.0   







1.Which types of crime analysis does your section or unit currently perform? Check all 
that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Linkage Analysis 60 24.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 184 75.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
1.Which types of crime analysis does your section or unit currently perform? Check all 
that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Pattern Detection 82 33.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 162 66.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
1.Which types of crime analysis does your section or unit currently perform? Check all that 
apply. 





76 31.1 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 168 68.9   















Other (please specify) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 239 98.0 98.0 98.0 
Clery Act Reports 1 .4 .4 98.4 
facilitate and present current 
crime data in meeting bi-
monthly 
1 .4 .4 98.8 
Investigative analysis, 
intelligence analysis, 
1 .4 .4 99.2 
Problem Analysis for 
Problem-Oriented Policing 
Projects 
1 .4 .4 99.6 
social media 1 .4 .4 100.0 
Total 244 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Does your department currently do any computerized mapping? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Yes 108 44.3 91.5 91.5 
No 10 4.1 8.5 100.0 
Total 118 48.4 100.0  
Missing System 126 51.6   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Who performs the computerized crime mapping queries? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Crime analysis staff 98 40.2 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 146 59.8   







Who performs the computerized crime mapping queries? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Patrol officers 10 4.1 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 234 95.9   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Who performs the computerized crime mapping queries? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Investigative staff 16 6.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 228 93.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Who performs the computerized crime mapping queries? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Dispatch 3 1.2 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 241 98.8   




***PROPRIETARY INFORMATION REDACTED*** 
Frequency: 244 
Percent: 100 
Valid Percent: 100 










Crime analysis staff 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
.00 2 .8 2.1 2.1 
1.00 13 5.3 13.4 15.5 
2.00 3 1.2 3.1 18.6 
3.00 1 .4 1.0 19.6 
5.00 1 .4 1.0 20.6 
6.00 1 .4 1.0 21.6 
7.00 2 .8 2.1 23.7 
11.00 1 .4 1.0 24.7 
20.00 1 .4 1.0 25.8 
22.00 1 .4 1.0 26.8 
25.00 1 .4 1.0 27.8 
50.00 3 1.2 3.1 30.9 
75.00 2 .8 2.1 33.0 
80.00 3 1.2 3.1 36.1 
85.00 1 .4 1.0 37.1 
90.00 3 1.2 3.1 40.2 
95.00 1 .4 1.0 41.2 
100.00 57 23.4 58.8 100.0 
Total 97 39.8 100.0  
Missing System 147 60.2   








 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
.00 33 13.5 73.3 73.3 
1.00 2 .8 4.4 77.8 
5.00 2 .8 4.4 82.2 
10.00 5 2.0 11.1 93.3 
50.00 1 .4 2.2 95.6 
55.00 1 .4 2.2 97.8 
60.00 1 .4 2.2 100.0 
Total 45 18.4 100.0  
Missing System 199 81.6   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
.00 30 12.3 62.5 62.5 
1.00 1 .4 2.1 64.6 
5.00 2 .8 4.2 68.8 
10.00 7 2.9 14.6 83.3 
15.00 1 .4 2.1 85.4 
20.00 1 .4 2.1 87.5 
25.00 1 .4 2.1 89.6 
30.00 2 .8 4.2 93.8 
50.00 1 .4 2.1 95.8 
75.00 1 .4 2.1 97.9 
100.00 1 .4 2.1 100.0 
Total 48 19.7 100.0  
Missing System 196 80.3   









 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
.00 36 14.8 90.0 90.0 
1.00 1 .4 2.5 92.5 
10.00 1 .4 2.5 95.0 
20.00 2 .8 5.0 100.0 
Total 40 16.4 100.0  
Missing System 204 83.6   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
.00 23 9.4 60.5 60.5 
1.00 5 2.0 13.2 73.7 
4.00 1 .4 2.6 76.3 
5.00 1 .4 2.6 78.9 
15.00 1 .4 2.6 81.6 
40.00 1 .4 2.6 84.2 
80.00 1 .4 2.6 86.8 
100.00 5 2.0 13.2 100.0 
Total 38 15.6 100.0  
Missing System 206 84.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
If the department has crime analysis staff, are they centralized in one unit or are 
they distributed among many different units? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Centralized 77 31.6 74.0 74.0 
Distributed 27 11.1 26.0 100.0 
Total 104 42.6 100.0  
Missing System 140 57.4   








 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
.00 2 .8 2.0 2.0 
1.00 7 2.9 7.0 9.0 
2.00 5 2.0 5.0 14.0 
3.00 13 5.3 13.0 27.0 
4.00 6 2.5 6.0 33.0 
5.00 7 2.9 7.0 40.0 
6.00 3 1.2 3.0 43.0 
7.00 7 2.9 7.0 50.0 
8.00 2 .8 2.0 52.0 
9.00 2 .8 2.0 54.0 
10.00 15 6.1 15.0 69.0 
11.00 1 .4 1.0 70.0 
12.00 3 1.2 3.0 73.0 
13.00 1 .4 1.0 74.0 
14.00 4 1.6 4.0 78.0 
15.00 14 5.7 14.0 92.0 
16.00 1 .4 1.0 93.0 
17.00 1 .4 1.0 94.0 
18.00 1 .4 1.0 95.0 
20.00 4 1.6 4.0 99.0 
25.00 1 .4 1.0 100.0 
Total 100 41.0 100.0  
Missing System 144 59.0   








 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
.00 16 6.6 47.1 47.1 
1.00 2 .8 5.9 52.9 
2.00 1 .4 2.9 55.9 
3.00 2 .8 5.9 61.8 
4.00 1 .4 2.9 64.7 
5.00 3 1.2 8.8 73.5 
6.00 4 1.6 11.8 85.3 
7.00 3 1.2 8.8 94.1 
10.00 1 .4 2.9 97.1 
11.00 1 .4 2.9 100.0 
Total 34 13.9 100.0  
Missing System 210 86.1   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Do the crime data used by the department contain a geographic reference (e.g. 
incident address, beat, zip code)? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Yes 101 41.4 97.1 97.1 
No 3 1.2 2.9 100.0 
Total 104 42.6 100.0  
Missing System 140 57.4   







Have department members received any training in computerized crime 
mapping techniques? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Yes 76 31.1 73.1 73.1 
No 28 11.5 26.9 100.0 
Total 104 42.6 100.0  
Missing System 140 57.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
How would you characterized the training of the department members who do 
computerized crime mapping? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Self-taught 63 25.8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 181 74.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
How would you characterized the training of the department members who do computerized 
crime mapping? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid University or college course 24 9.8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 220 90.2   







How would you characterized the training of the department members who do computerized 
crime mapping? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Informal instruction by 
colleague 
41 16.8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 203 83.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
How would you characterized the training of the department members who do computerized 
crime mapping? 
 
Check all that apply. 





14 5.7 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 230 94.3   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
How would you characterized the training of the department members who do computerized 
crime mapping? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Vendor supplied instruction 45 18.4 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 199 81.6   







How would you characterized the training of the department members who do computerized 
crime mapping? 
 
Check all that apply. 





16 6.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 228 93.4   








***PROPRIETARY INFORMATION REDACTED*** 
Frequency: 244 
Percent: 100 
Valid Percent: 100 
Cumulative Percent: [BLANK] 
 
 
Does your department use an online dashboard for crime mapping? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Yes 37 15.2 36.3 36.3 
No 65 26.6 63.7 100.0 
Total 102 41.8 100.0  
Missing System 142 58.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
If your response to question 7a was yes, which online dashboard do you use? 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid ATACRAIDS 8 3.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 236 96.7   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
If your response to question 7a was yes, which online dashboard do you use? Check 
all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid RAIDSONLINE 12 4.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 232 95.1   







If your response to question 7a was yes, which online dashboard do you use? 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid CrimeView 15 6.1 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 229 93.9   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
If your response to question 7a was yes, which online dashboard do you use? Check all 
that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Crimemapping.com 7 2.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 237 97.1   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
If your response to question 7a was yes, which online dashboard do you use? Check all that 
apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Google Maps/My Maps 5 2.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 239 98.0   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
If your response to question 7a was yes, which online dashboard do you use? Check all 
that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Crime Reports Plus 5 2.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 239 98.0   







Other (please specify) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 238 97.5 97.5 97.5 
ArcGIS Online 1 .4 .4 98.0 
Batchgeo 1 .4 .4 98.4 
command central 1 .4 .4 98.8 
Crimereports.com / 
Command Central 
1 .4 .4 99.2 
imaps 1 .4 .4 99.6 
Sungard OSSI 1 .4 .4 100.0 
Total 244 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Does your department use a commercially available software package for 
mapping? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Yes 90 36.9 88.2 88.2 
No 12 4.9 11.8 100.0 
Total 102 41.8 100.0  
Missing System 142 58.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which software package(s) do you use? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid ArcInfo 25 10.2 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 219 89.8   







Which software package(s) do you use? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid ArcView 69 28.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 175 71.7   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which software package(s) do you use? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Atlas GIS 3 1.2 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 241 98.8   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which software package(s) do you use? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent 
Missing System 244 100.0 
 
 
Which software package(s) do you use? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Intergraph 4 1.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 240 98.4   







Which software package(s) do you use? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Mapexpert 1 .4 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 243 99.6   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which software package(s) do you use? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid MapInfo 8 3.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 236 96.7   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which software package(s) do you use? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent 
Missing System 244 100.0 
 
 
Which software package(s) do you use? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent 









Other (please specify) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 216 88.5 88.5 88.5 
Aegis Lerms/New World 1 .4 .4 88.9 
ArcGIS 2 .8 .8 89.8 
ArcGIS / ESRI 10.1, Arc 
Globe 
1 .4 .4 90.2 
ArcGIS and BAIR Analytics 1 .4 .4 90.6 
ArcGIS ESRI 1 .4 .4 91.0 
ArcMap 2 .8 .8 91.8 
ATAC (Google Earth) 1 .4 .4 92.2 
ATAC RAIDS and ATAC 
Workstation 
2 .8 .8 93.0 
Blue 8 World 1 .4 .4 93.4 
command central 1 .4 .4 93.9 
Crimereports  1 .4 .4 94.3 
Crimeview 1 .4 .4 94.7 
CRIMEVIEW 1 .4 .4 95.1 
GeoTime 1 .4 .4 95.5 
Google Earth, ATAC 1 .4 .4 95.9 
Manifold 1 .4 .4 96.3 
MapOptix 1 .4 .4 96.7 
MapPoint 1 .4 .4 97.1 
Mobil pinmap imbedded with 
our RMS (Spillman) 
1 .4 .4 97.5 
Omega CrimeView 1 .4 .4 98.0 
Only Google Maps  1 .4 .4 98.4 
Pamet systems 1 .4 .4 98.8 
plus add ons such as hotspot 
detective 
1 .4 .4 99.2 
RAIDS Online, ATAC 1 .4 .4 99.6 
Streets & Trips 1 .4 .4 100.0 







What version of the above software does your unit predominantly use in crime mapping (e.g. 
ArcVew, Version 2.1) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 171 70.1 70.1 70.1 
10 1 .4 .4 70.5 
10.1 9 3.7 3.7 74.2 
10.2 6 2.5 2.5 76.6 
2.1 1 .4 .4 77.0 
3.2 1 .4 .4 77.5 
9.1 1 .4 .4 77.9 
9.3 1 .4 .4 78.3 
9.3.1 1 .4 .4 78.7 
Aegis Lerms/New World 1 .4 .4 79.1 
arc 10.1 1 .4 .4 79.5 
Arc GIS - 10.2 1 .4 .4 79.9 
ArcCiew, Version 10 1 .4 .4 80.3 
ArcGIS 10.0 1 .4 .4 80.7 
ArcGIS 10.1 3 1.2 1.2 82.0 
ArcGis 10.2 1 .4 .4 82.4 
ArcGIS 10.2 3 1.2 1.2 83.6 
ArcGIS ArcMap 10 1 .4 .4 84.0 
ArcGIS Desktop 10 1 .4 .4 84.4 
ArcGIS, Version 10.1 1 .4 .4 84.8 
arcgis10 1 .4 .4 85.2 
ArcInfo 9.3 1 .4 .4 85.7 
ArcInfo, Version 10.1 1 .4 .4 86.1 
ArcMap 10 2 .8 .8 86.9 
ArcMap 10.0 2 .8 .8 87.7 
ArcMap 10.1 2 .8 .8 88.5 
ArcMap 10.2 1 .4 .4 88.9 
ArcMap 9.3 1 .4 .4 89.3 
ArcMap 9.3.1 1 .4 .4 89.8 
ArcMap Version 10.1 1 .4 .4 90.2 





ArcVew 2.1 1 .4 .4 91.0 
ArcView 2 .8 .8 91.8 
Arcview 10 1 .4 .4 92.2 
ArcView 10 1 .4 .4 92.6 
ArcView 10.0 2 .8 .8 93.4 
ArcView 10.1 1 .4 .4 93.9 
ARCVIEW 10.1 1 .4 .4 94.3 
ArcView 10.2 2 .8 .8 95.1 
ArcView 3.2, ArcMap 9.3.1 1 .4 .4 95.5 
ArcView version 10.1 1 .4 .4 95.9 
ATAC Workstation 1 .4 .4 96.3 
CrimeMap 1 .4 .4 96.7 
ESRI 10.1 1 .4 .4 97.1 
Google Maps 1 .4 .4 97.5 
Latest available 1 .4 .4 98.0 
mapinfo professional v10.5 1 .4 .4 98.4 
unk 2 .8 .8 99.2 
Version 10 1 .4 .4 99.6 
XD 1 .4 .4 100.0 
Total 244 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Has your department customized a commercially available mapping application 
or developed a custom mapping program specifically to internal use? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Yes 29 11.9 29.9 29.9 
No 68 27.9 70.1 100.0 
Total 97 39.8 100.0  
Missing System 147 60.2   







Please indicate which additional types(s) of software your department uses. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Statistical 51 20.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 193 79.1   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate which additional types(s) of software your department uses. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Spreadsheets 93 38.1 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 151 61.9   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate which additional types(s) of software your department uses. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Word processing 81 33.2 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 163 66.8   









Please indicate which additional types(s) of software your department uses. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Email 90 36.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 154 63.1   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate which additional types(s) of software your department uses. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Network management 22 9.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 222 91.0   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate which additional types(s) of software your department uses. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Project management 17 7.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 227 93.0   








Please indicate which additional types(s) of software your department uses. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Desktop publishing 43 17.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 201 82.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
Please indicate which additional types(s) of software your department uses. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid CAD/CAM 63 25.8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 181 74.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate which additional types(s) of software your department uses. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Multimedia applications 43 17.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 201 82.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Other (please specify) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 232 95.1 95.1 95.1 
Access 1 .4 .4 95.5 
ATAC 1 .4 .4 95.9 





ATAC, MS Access, RMS 
(OSSI) 
1 .4 .4 96.7 
ATACRaids Online 1 .4 .4 97.1 
Crystal Reports, RIGEL, I2 - 
Analyst Notebook, DT 
Search, LEADSONLINE 
1 .4 .4 97.5 
Database Manipulation 
software Crystal/Access 
1 .4 .4 98.0 
GIS 1 .4 .4 98.4 
I-2, MS Access, Electronic 
RMS 
1 .4 .4 98.8 
investigative programs 1 .4 .4 99.2 
Microsoft Office Products, 
RFFlow 5 
1 .4 .4 99.6 
Too many to specify. 1 .4 .4 100.0 
Total 244 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Does your department use database management software? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Yes 73 29.9 75.3 75.3 
No 24 9.8 24.7 100.0 
Total 97 39.8 100.0  
Missing System 147 60.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate which program(s) the department uses. (Check all that apply.) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Oracle 17 7.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 227 93.0   







Please indicate which program(s) the department uses. (Check all that apply.) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Foxpro/Foxbase 2 .8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 242 99.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate which program(s) the department uses. (Check all that apply.) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Dbase 9 3.7 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 235 96.3   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate which program(s) the department uses. (Check all that apply.) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Microsoft Access 58 23.8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 186 76.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate which program(s) the department uses. (Check all that apply.) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Paradox 2 .8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 242 99.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate which program(s) the department uses. (Check all that apply.) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 





Missing System 243 99.6   








Other (please specify) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 232 95.1 95.1 95.1 
Aegis LERMS/New World 1 .4 .4 95.5 
BAIR ATAC Workststaion 1 .4 .4 95.9 
Microsoft Sharepoint 1 .4 .4 96.3 
ms sql 1 .4 .4 96.7 
MS SQL Server 1 .4 .4 97.1 
priors 1 .4 .4 97.5 
PSSI-ICIS 1 .4 .4 98.0 
SQL 3 1.2 1.2 99.2 
SQL Server 1 .4 .4 99.6 
Vision 1 .4 .4 100.0 








How many computers does your department use for crime mapping? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 147 60.2 60.2 60.2 
? 1 .4 .4 60.7 
0 2 .8 .8 61.5 
03 1 .4 .4 61.9 
1 32 13.1 13.1 75.0 
100 1 .4 .4 75.4 
100s 1 .4 .4 75.8 
11 1 .4 .4 76.2 
12 1 .4 .4 76.6 
150 1 .4 .4 77.0 
2 16 6.6 6.6 83.6 
200 1 .4 .4 84.0 
25 2 .8 .8 84.8 
3 13 5.3 5.3 90.2 
4 5 2.0 2.0 92.2 
400 1 .4 .4 92.6 
5 8 3.3 3.3 95.9 
6 3 1.2 1.2 97.1 
7 2 .8 .8 98.0 
8 2 .8 .8 98.8 
all Desk tops 1 .4 .4 99.2 
Approx 20 1 .4 .4 99.6 
unk 1 .4 .4 100.0 
Total 244 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Which of the following are used by your department for crime mapping? Check all 
that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Mainframe 6 2.5 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 238 97.5   







Which of the following are used by your department for crime mapping? Check all 
that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid PC/Desktop 92 37.7 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 152 62.3   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which of the following are used by your department for crime mapping? Check 
all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Network 31 12.7 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 213 87.3   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which of the following are used by your department for crime mapping? Check 
all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Laptop 35 14.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 209 85.7   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which of the following are used by your department for crime mapping? Check all that 
apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Computer Tablet 5 2.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 239 98.0   







Which of the following are used by your department for crime mapping? Check all 
that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Smartphone 4 1.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 240 98.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Other (please specify) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 243 99.6 99.6 99.6 
Unknown 1 .4 .4 100.0 
Total 244 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Which operating systems are being used on your department’s computer setup?  
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Windows 8.X 7 2.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 237 97.1   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which operating systems are being used on your department’s computer setup?  
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Windows 7 68 27.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 176 72.1   







Which operating systems are being used on your department’s computer setup?  
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Windows Vista 2 .8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 242 99.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which operating systems are being used on your department’s computer setup?  
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Windows XP 31 12.7 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 213 87.3   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which operating systems are being used on 
your department’s computer setup?  Check 
all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent 
Missing System 244 100.0 
 
Which operating systems are being used on your department’s computer setup?  
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Windows 3.X 1 .4 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 243 99.6   








Which operating systems are being used on your department’s computer setup?  
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Windows 98 1 .4 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 243 99.6   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which operating systems are being used on 
your department’s computer setup?  Check 
all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent 
Missing System 244 100.0 
 
 
Which operating systems are being used on 
your department’s computer setup?  Check 
all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent 
Missing System 244 100.0 
 
 
Which operating systems are being used on 
your department’s computer setup?  Check 
all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent 
Missing System 244 100.0 
 
 
Which operating systems are being used on 
your department’s computer setup?  Check 
all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent 







Which operating systems are being used on 
your department’s computer setup?  Check 
all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent 
Missing System 244 100.0 
 
 
Which operating systems are being used on 
your department’s computer setup?  Check 
all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent 
Missing System 244 100.0 
 
Other (please specify) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 240 98.4 98.4 98.4 
not sure 1 .4 .4 98.8 
too many to specify, Crime 
analysis uses Windows 7 
1 .4 .4 99.2 
Unknown if more. 1 .4 .4 99.6 
windows 2002 1 .4 .4 100.0 
Total 244 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Does your department use the Internet (Email or the World Wide Web)? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Yes 96 39.3 99.0 99.0 
No 1 .4 1.0 100.0 
Total 97 39.8 100.0  
Missing System 147 60.2   







How likely is it that you, or your department, would subscribes to a listserv (i.e. 
electronic bulletin board) about computerized crime mapping?  (Check the 
appropriate number, where 1 = “Not very likely” and 5 = “Very likely”) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 8 3.3 8.3 8.3 
2 11 4.5 11.5 19.8 
3 25 10.2 26.0 45.8 
4 28 11.5 29.2 75.0 
5 24 9.8 25.0 100.0 
Total 96 39.3 100.0  
Missing System 148 60.7   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Does the department use global positioning system (GPS) to assist in any part 
of the operation? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Yes 62 25.4 63.9 63.9 
No 35 14.3 36.1 100.0 
Total 97 39.8 100.0  
Missing System 147 60.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
How does the department use a GPS to assist in any part of its operation?  Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Officer/patrol car location 
system 
52 21.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 192 78.7   








How does the department use a GPS to assist in any part of its operation?  Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
911 call-for-service location 
identification 
49 20.1 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 195 79.9   
Total 244 100.0   
 
How does the department use a GPS to assist in any part of its operation?  Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Street correction/validation 21 8.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 223 91.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
How does the department use a GPS to assist in any part of its operation?  Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Tracking offender movement 16 6.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 228 93.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
Other (please specify) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 238 97.5 97.5 97.5 
Graffiti 1 .4 .4 98.0 
Intel & case analysis 1 .4 .4 98.4 
phone data 1 .4 .4 98.8 
Search and Rescue 1 .4 .4 99.2 
traffic collision 1 .4 .4 99.6 
Use GPS data with Google 
Earth Pro 
1 .4 .4 100.0 





What types of data does your department geocode and map?  
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Calls for service (CAD) 80 32.8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 164 67.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
What types of data does your department geocode and map?  
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Offense data 89 36.5 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 155 63.5   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
What types of data does your department geocode and map?  
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Adult offenders 41 16.8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 203 83.2   











What types of data does your department geocode and map?  
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Probationers 32 13.1 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 212 86.9   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
What types of data does your department geocode and map?  
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Prison releases 14 5.7 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 230 94.3   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
What types of data does your department geocode and map?  
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Vehicle recoveries 55 22.5 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 189 77.5   











What types of data does your department geocode and map?  
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Property recoveries (other) 28 11.5 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 216 88.5   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
What types of data does your department geocode and map?  
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Field intelligence reports 38 15.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 206 84.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
What types of data does your department geocode and map?  
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Gang related crime incidents 
(gang motivated) 
39 16.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 205 84.0   











What types of data does your department geocode and map?  
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Gang related crime incidents 
(gang membership 
involvement 
38 15.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 206 84.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Other (please specify) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 233 95.5 95.5 95.5 
Ad Hoc as we need it. 1 .4 .4 95.9 
alarm systems for 
residences and businesses 
1 .4 .4 96.3 
Arrests and seizures 1 .4 .4 96.7 
as needed 1 .4 .4 97.1 
Case Data - Ex Cell phones 1 .4 .4 97.5 
Incident/Cases, Sex 
Offenders 
1 .4 .4 98.0 
Land use data 1 .4 .4 98.4 
Parolees 1 .4 .4 98.8 
Sex Offender Buffer Zones 1 .4 .4 99.2 
sex offenders 1 .4 .4 99.6 
Specific crimes/incidents that 
command staff want tracked 
1 .4 .4 100.0 








Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Robbery 89 36.5 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 155 63.5   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Homicide 82 33.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 162 66.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Rape 78 32.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 166 68.0   







Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Agg. Assault 82 33.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 162 66.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Common Assault 66 27.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 178 73.0   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Disorderly Conduct 52 21.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 192 78.7   







Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Burglary 88 36.1 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 156 63.9   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Larceny/Theft 85 34.8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 159 65.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Motor Vehicle Theft 87 35.7 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 157 64.3   







Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Arson 64 26.2 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 180 73.8   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Weapons Violations 54 22.1 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 190 77.9   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Gangs 51 20.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 193 79.1   







Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Drug Offenses 65 26.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 179 73.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Domestic Violence 54 22.1 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 190 77.9   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Traffic Offenses 63 25.8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 181 74.2   







Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Forgery/Fraud 46 18.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 198 81.1   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Firearm Discharge 51 20.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 193 79.1   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 





63 25.8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 181 74.2   







Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Gambling 30 12.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 214 87.7   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Kidnapping 52 21.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 192 78.7   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Prostitution 49 20.1 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 195 79.9   







Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Other Sex Offenses 49 20.1 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 195 79.9   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which types of crimes does your department map? 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid DUI/DWI 57 23.4 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 187 76.6   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Other (please specify) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 236 96.7 96.7 96.7 
All incident data 1 .4 .4 97.1 
ALL OF THE ABOVE 1 .4 .4 97.5 
All reports, traffic crashes, 
CAD calls, & traffic citations 
1 .4 .4 98.0 
as needed 1 .4 .4 98.4 
as requested can be any 
type of offense 
1 .4 .4 98.8 
INtel & case data 1 .4 .4 99.2 
Some of the above are ad 
hoc. 
1 .4 .4 99.6 
Traffic accidents 1 .4 .4 100.0 







What type of computerized crime mapping analyses does the department perform?  Check 
all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Automated Pin Maps 69 28.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 175 71.7   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
What type of computerized crime mapping analyses does the department perform?  
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Trend Analyses 67 27.5 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 177 72.5   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
What type of computerized crime mapping analyses does the department perform?  Check 
all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Temporal Analyses 58 23.8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 186 76.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
What type of computerized crime mapping analyses does the department perform?  Check 
all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Offender Movement 20 8.2 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 224 91.8   







What type of computerized crime mapping analyses does the department perform?  
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Pattern Analyses 69 28.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 175 71.7   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
What type of computerized crime mapping analyses does the department perform?  Check 
all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Situational Analyses 41 16.8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 203 83.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Other (please specify) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 241 98.8 98.8 98.8 
as needed 1 .4 .4 99.2 
None 1 .4 .4 99.6 
Tactical Analysis 1 .4 .4 100.0 
Total 244 100.0 100.0  
 
 
How often does the department conduct crime mapping analyses? Check all 
that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Daily 36 14.8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 208 85.2   







How often does the department conduct crime mapping analyses? Check all 
that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Weekly 37 15.2 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 207 84.8   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
How often does the department conduct crime mapping analyses? Check all that 
apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Bi-weekly 9 3.7 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 235 96.3   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
How often does the department conduct crime mapping analyses? Check all 
that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Monthly 29 11.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 215 88.1   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
How often does the department conduct crime mapping analyses? Check all that 
apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid As Needed 51 20.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 193 79.1   







Other (please specify) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 243 99.6 99.6 99.6 
ALL OF THE ABOVE 1 .4 .4 100.0 
Total 244 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Does the department crime cluster or hot spot analyses? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Yes 86 35.2 90.5 90.5 
No 9 3.7 9.5 100.0 
Total 95 38.9 100.0  
Missing System 149 61.1   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate which crime cluster or hot spot analysis methods are used by the department. 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Visual identification of hot 
spots 
61 25.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 183 75.0   







Please indicate which crime cluster or hot spot analysis methods are used by the department. 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Computer program that 
identifies hot spots (e.g. 
STAC) 
44 18.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 200 82.0   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate which crime cluster or hot spot analysis methods are used by the 
department. Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Other (please specify) 9 3.7 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 235 96.3   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Other (please specify) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 235 96.3 96.3 96.3 
ArcGIS toolbox tools 1 .4 .4 96.7 
ATAC 1 .4 .4 97.1 
ATAC & RAIDS online 1 .4 .4 97.5 
CAD 1 .4 .4 98.0 
density mapping 1 .4 .4 98.4 
geospatial analyses 1 .4 .4 98.8 
kernal density 1 .4 .4 99.2 
Kernel Density ArcGIS 1 .4 .4 99.6 
RTM, Kernel Density, 
CrimeStat 
1 .4 .4 100.0 







How does the department use the results produced by crime mapping analyses? Check all that 
apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Inform Patrol Officers and 
Investigators 
91 37.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 153 62.7   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
How does the department use the results produced by crime mapping analyses? Check all that 
apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Apply or Evaluate Specific 
Interventions 
46 18.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 198 81.1   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
How does the department use the results produced by crime mapping analyses? Check all that 
apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Identify Locations with 
Repeat Calls-for-Service 
60 24.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 184 75.4   







How does the department use the results produced by crime mapping analyses? Check all that 
apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Assist in Resource Allocation 
Decisions 
56 23.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 188 77.0   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
How does the department use the results produced by crime mapping analyses? Check all 
that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Assist Dispatchers 6 2.5 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 238 97.5   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
How does the department use the results produced by crime mapping analyses? Check all 
that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Inform the Community 46 18.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 198 81.1   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
How does the department use the results produced by crime mapping analyses? Check all that 
apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Redistricting (e.g. beats, 
reporting areas) 
26 10.7 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 218 89.3   







How does the department use the results produced by crime mapping analyses? Check all that 
apply. 





43 17.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 201 82.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
How does the department use the results produced by crime mapping analyses? Check all 
that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Other (please specify) 3 1.2 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 241 98.8   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Other (please specify) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 241 98.8 98.8 98.8 
Inform policy makers 1 .4 .4 99.2 
Saturation patrols/ special 
initiatives 
1 .4 .4 99.6 
solve cases 1 .4 .4 100.0 







Commercial vendor (Specify) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 212 86.9 86.9 86.9 
ArcGis 1 .4 .4 87.3 
ArcGIS 2 .8 .8 88.1 
ArcGIS Online Basemaps 1 .4 .4 88.5 
ArcMap 10 1 .4 .4 88.9 
arcview 1 .4 .4 89.3 
BAIR Software 1 .4 .4 89.8 
Bair Software, ArcMap 1 .4 .4 90.2 
Crime View - CrimeMapping 1 .4 .4 90.6 
esri 1 .4 .4 91.0 
Esri 1 .4 .4 91.4 
ESRI 5 2.0 2.0 93.4 
ESRI - ArcGIS, ArcView 1 .4 .4 93.9 
google earth mapinfo 1 .4 .4 94.3 
Google maps 2 .8 .8 95.1 
Google Maps 1 .4 .4 95.5 
GST 1 .4 .4 95.9 
MapInfo and Google Earth 
Pro 
1 .4 .4 96.3 
mappoint 1 .4 .4 96.7 
MapPoint 1 .4 .4 97.1 
n/a 1 .4 .4 97.5 
OmegaGroup 1 .4 .4 98.0 
Pamet Systems 1 .4 .4 98.4 
Sungard 1 .4 .4 98.8 
Tritech 1 .4 .4 99.2 
various 1 .4 .4 99.6 
x 1 .4 .4 100.0 








***PROPRIETARY INFORMATION REDACTED*** 
Frequency - Blank: 215 
Percent: 100 
Valid Percent: 100 
Cumulative Percent: [BLANK] 
 
Develop Map Files 
***PROPRIETARY INFORMATION REDACTED*** 
Frequency - Blank: 223 
Percent: 100 
Valid Percent: 100 
Cumulative Percent: [BLANK] 
 
Other 
***PROPRIETARY INFORMATION REDACTED*** 
Frequency - Blank: 233 
Percent: 100 
Valid Percent: 100 





Which of the following best describes the reference files that you use for geocoding and 
crime mapping? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Street centerlines 75 30.7 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 169 69.3   







Which of the following best describes the reference files that you use for geocoding and 
crime mapping? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Parcel database 49 20.1 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 195 79.9   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Other (please specify) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 232 95.1 95.1 95.1 
Address Locator 1 .4 .4 95.5 
Address points 1 .4 .4 95.9 
Address Points 1 .4 .4 96.3 
Both 1 .4 .4 96.7 
combined 1 .4 .4 97.1 
Composit address locator 1 .4 .4 97.5 
House Numbers 1 .4 .4 98.0 
In-house point files 1 .4 .4 98.4 
Lat/Long coordinates 1 .4 .4 98.8 
none 1 .4 .4 99.2 
Structure centroids 1 .4 .4 99.6 
x,y coordinates for special 
locations 
1 .4 .4 100.0 
Total 244 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Have street maps been edited for accuracy and detail? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Maps are not edited 21 8.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 223 91.4   







Have street maps been edited for accuracy and detail? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Address verification function 
in dispatch system 
38 15.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 206 84.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Have street maps been edited for accuracy and detail? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Address verification function 
in records management 
system 
40 16.4 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 204 83.6   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Have street maps been edited for accuracy and detail? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Extensive edits to street 
maps have been made 
29 11.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 215 88.1   







Other (please specify) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 241 98.8 98.8 98.8 
Addressing is a work in 
progress 
1 .4 .4 99.2 
google 1 .4 .4 99.6 
Not certain 1 .4 .4 100.0 
Total 244 100.0 100.0  
 
 
How often are the street maps updated? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Monthly 18 7.4 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 226 92.6   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
How often are the street maps updated? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Quarterly 20 8.2 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 224 91.8   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
How often are the street maps updated? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Yearly 15 6.1 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 229 93.9   







How often are the street maps updated? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Maps are not updated 6 2.5 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 238 97.5   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Other (please specify) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 213 87.3 87.3 87.3 
5-6 years 1 .4 .4 87.7 
6 months at least 1 .4 .4 88.1 
Approx every 6 months. 1 .4 .4 88.5 
As determined by FD/PD 1 .4 .4 88.9 
as needed 2 .8 .8 89.8 
As needed 5 2.0 2.0 91.8 
As needed, but at least 
regularly 
1 .4 .4 92.2 
Daily 1 .4 .4 92.6 
google 1 .4 .4 93.0 
IT department handles those 
files - I don't know how often 
they update them 
1 .4 .4 93.4 
Not known 1 .4 .4 93.9 
not sure 1 .4 .4 94.3 
Not sure 1 .4 .4 94.7 
they are stand alone 
products 
1 .4 .4 95.1 
unknown 1 .4 .4 95.5 
Unknown 2 .8 .8 96.3 
Unknown GIS handles this 1 .4 .4 96.7 
Unkown 1 .4 .4 97.1 





Updated but frequency 
unknown 
1 .4 .4 98.0 
Use google 1 .4 .4 98.4 
weekly 1 .4 .4 98.8 
Weekly 1 .4 .4 99.2 
WEEKLY 1 .4 .4 99.6 
Whenever changes occur 1 .4 .4 100.0 
Total 244 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Which level(s) in the department and/or jurisdiction receive and respond to requests for 
computerized crime maps? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Command Officers 68 27.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 176 72.1   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which level(s) in the department and/or jurisdiction receive and respond to requests 
for computerized crime maps? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Patrol Officers 61 25.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 183 75.0   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which level(s) in the department and/or jurisdiction receive and respond to requests 
for computerized crime maps? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Chief’s Office 57 23.4 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 187 76.6   







Which level(s) in the department and/or jurisdiction receive and respond to requests for 
computerized crime maps? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Investigation Unit 65 26.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 179 73.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which level(s) in the department and/or jurisdiction receive and respond to requests for 
computerized crime maps? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Special Task Forces 49 20.1 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 195 79.9   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which level(s) in the department and/or jurisdiction receive and respond to 
requests for computerized crime maps? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Mayor 15 6.1 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 229 93.9   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which level(s) in the department and/or jurisdiction receive and respond to 
requests for computerized crime maps? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid City council 26 10.7 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 218 89.3   







Which level(s) in the department and/or jurisdiction receive and respond to requests for 
computerized crime maps? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Other city officials 17 7.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 227 93.0   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which level(s) in the department and/or jurisdiction receive and respond to requests 
for computerized crime maps? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Commissioner 3 1.2 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 241 98.8   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which level(s) in the department and/or jurisdiction receive and respond to requests for 
computerized crime maps? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Community groups 27 11.1 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 217 88.9   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which level(s) in the department and/or jurisdiction receive and respond to requests 
for computerized crime maps? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid General public 28 11.5 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 216 88.5   








***PROPRIETARY INFORMATION REDACTED*** 
Frequency - Blank: 234 
Percent: 100 
Valid Percent: 100 
Cumulative Percent: [BLANK] 
 
Does the department keep an archive of geocoded data? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Yes 51 20.9 55.4 55.4 
No 41 16.8 44.6 100.0 
Total 92 37.7 100.0  
Missing System 152 62.3   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 214 87.7 87.7 87.7 
0 1 .4 .4 88.1 
02/2005 1 .4 .4 88.5 
03/15/2004 1 .4 .4 88.9 
04/11 1 .4 .4 89.3 
1995 1 .4 .4 89.8 
1996 1 .4 .4 90.2 
1997 2 .8 .8 91.0 
1998 1 .4 .4 91.4 
2000 4 1.6 1.6 93.0 
2001 2 .8 .8 93.9 
2002 1 .4 .4 94.3 
2003 1 .4 .4 94.7 





2006 2 .8 .8 96.3 
2007 1 .4 .4 96.7 
2009 2 .8 .8 97.5 
2010 2 .8 .8 98.4 
2011 1 .4 .4 98.8 
2012 1 .4 .4 99.2 
7/1/1980 1 .4 .4 99.6 
Unknown 1 .4 .4 100.0 




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 217 88.9 88.9 88.9 
04/14 1 .4 .4 89.3 
2008 1 .4 .4 89.8 
2014 16 6.6 6.6 96.3 
4/22/2014 1 .4 .4 96.7 
Current 1 .4 .4 97.1 
present 4 1.6 1.6 98.8 
Present 3 1.2 1.2 100.0 









 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
.00 1 .4 7.1 7.1 
2.00 1 .4 7.1 14.3 
4.00 1 .4 7.1 21.4 
5.00 5 2.0 35.7 57.1 
7.00 1 .4 7.1 64.3 
10.00 2 .8 14.3 78.6 
17.00 1 .4 7.1 85.7 
20.00 1 .4 7.1 92.9 
999.00 1 .4 7.1 100.0 
Total 14 5.7 100.0  
Missing System 230 94.3   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
.00 3 1.2 75.0 75.0 
999.00 1 .4 25.0 100.0 
Total 4 1.6 100.0  
Missing System 240 98.4   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
.00 3 1.2 75.0 75.0 
999.00 1 .4 25.0 100.0 
Total 4 1.6 100.0  
Missing System 240 98.4   







Does the department use other external data sources in conjunction with its 
geocoded crime data? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Yes 45 18.4 51.7 51.7 
No 42 17.2 48.3 100.0 
Total 87 35.7 100.0  
Missing System 157 64.3   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate which external data sources are used. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid City planning data 30 12.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 214 87.7   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate which external data sources are used. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Census data 28 11.5 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 216 88.5   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate which external data sources are used. 
 





 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Housing authority data 14 5.7 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 230 94.3   
Total 244 100.0   
 
Please indicate which external data sources are used. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Parks information 29 11.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 215 88.1   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate which external data sources are used. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Utilities information 19 7.8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 225 92.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate which external data sources are used. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Property assessment data 22 9.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 222 91.0   







Please indicate which external data sources are used. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Student population data 
(Dept. of Education 
4 1.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 240 98.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate which external data sources are used. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Business listings 20 8.2 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 224 91.8   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Other (please specify) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 241 98.8 98.8 98.8 
geo-demographic data 
(MOSAIC) 
1 .4 .4 99.2 
Transit 1 .4 .4 99.6 
water and terrain 1 .4 .4 100.0 







Does your unit or division work with other departments or divisions internal to 
the police agency in coordinated computerized crime mapping analyses? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Yes 47 19.3 54.0 54.0 
No 40 16.4 46.0 100.0 
Total 87 35.7 100.0  
Missing System 157 64.3   
Total 244 100.0   
 
Other 
***PROPRIETARY INFORMATION REDACTED*** 
Frequency - Blank: 234 
Percent: 100 
Valid Percent: 100 
Cumulative Percent: [BLANK] 
 
Does your department or division work with other police departments to 
conduct cross jurisdictional computerized crime mapping analyses? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Yes 35 14.3 40.2 40.2 
No 52 21.3 59.8 100.0 
Total 87 35.7 100.0  
Missing System 157 64.3   







With how many other departments does your department do crime mapping work? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
 217 88.9 88.9 88.9 
0 1 .4 .4 89.3 
1 4 1.6 1.6 91.0 
10 2 .8 .8 91.8 
10+ 1 .4 .4 92.2 
15 1 .4 .4 92.6 
2 3 1.2 1.2 93.9 
20 2 .8 .8 94.7 
238 1 .4 .4 95.1 
3 1 .4 .4 95.5 
4 1 .4 .4 95.9 
4+ 1 .4 .4 96.3 
5 7 2.9 2.9 99.2 
50 1 .4 .4 99.6 
Primarily 2 regional 
organizations 
1 .4 .4 100.0 
Total 244 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Through what mechanism does the department conduct cross-jurisdictional computerized 
crime mapping analyses? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Specialized task force 13 5.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 231 94.7   







Through what mechanism does the department conduct cross-jurisdictional computerized 
crime mapping analyses? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Interagency consortium 15 6.1 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 229 93.9   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Through what mechanism does the department conduct cross-jurisdictional computerized 
crime mapping analyses? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Other (please specify) 8 3.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 236 96.7   




***PROPRIETARY INFORMATION REDACTED*** 
Frequency - Blank: 236 
Percent: 100 
Valid Percent: 100 
Cumulative Percent: [BLANK] 
 
 
Which of the following statements best characterizes your department’s interest in computer 
training for crime mapping? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
We would send key 
employees if costs were 
reasonable 
51 20.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 193 79.1   







Which of the following statements best characterizes your department’s interest in computer 
training for crime mapping? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
We would send key 
employees if no costs were 
involved 
35 14.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 209 85.7   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which of the following statements best characterizes your department’s interest in computer 
training for crime mapping? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
We are interested but have 
no budget for training 
19 7.8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 225 92.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which of the following statements best characterizes your department’s interest in computer 
training for crime mapping? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
We are interested in 
information only at this point 
11 4.5 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 233 95.5   







Which of the following statements best characterizes your department’s interest in computer 
training for crime mapping? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid We are not interested 6 2.5 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 238 97.5   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please rate the likelihood that your department would send employees to a 
conference on computer mapping techniques and analyses (Click appropriate 
number, where 1 = Not very likely and 5 = Very likely). 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 1 .4 1.2 1.2 
2 11 4.5 13.3 14.5 
3 31 12.7 37.3 51.8 
4 24 9.8 28.9 80.7 
5 16 6.6 19.3 100.0 
Total 83 34.0 100.0  
Missing System 161 66.0   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Limited computer resources 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 30 12.3 36.6 36.6 
2 18 7.4 22.0 58.5 
3 18 7.4 22.0 80.5 
4 10 4.1 12.2 92.7 
5 6 2.5 7.3 100.0 
Total 82 33.6 100.0  
Missing System 162 66.4   







Limited financial resources 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 5 2.0 6.0 6.0 
2 11 4.5 13.3 19.3 
3 18 7.4 21.7 41.0 
4 33 13.5 39.8 80.7 
5 16 6.6 19.3 100.0 
Total 83 34.0 100.0  
Missing System 161 66.0   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 7 2.9 8.4 8.4 
2 17 7.0 20.5 28.9 
3 24 9.8 28.9 57.8 
4 25 10.2 30.1 88.0 
5 10 4.1 12.0 100.0 
Total 83 34.0 100.0  
Missing System 161 66.0   







Limited training opportunities 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 5 2.0 6.0 6.0 
2 17 7.0 20.5 26.5 
3 31 12.7 37.3 63.9 
4 21 8.6 25.3 89.2 
5 9 3.7 10.8 100.0 
Total 83 34.0 100.0  
Missing System 161 66.0   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Limited working knowledge of how mapping is used in the field 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 20 8.2 24.4 24.4 
2 18 7.4 22.0 46.3 
3 26 10.7 31.7 78.0 
4 11 4.5 13.4 91.5 
5 7 2.9 8.5 100.0 
Total 82 33.6 100.0  
Missing System 162 66.4   







Limited interest from administration 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 24 9.8 28.9 28.9 
2 18 7.4 21.7 50.6 
3 22 9.0 26.5 77.1 
4 14 5.7 16.9 94.0 
5 5 2.0 6.0 100.0 
Total 83 34.0 100.0  
Missing System 161 66.0   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Limited interest from support staff 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 23 9.4 27.7 27.7 
2 17 7.0 20.5 48.2 
3 28 11.5 33.7 81.9 
4 12 4.9 14.5 96.4 
5 3 1.2 3.6 100.0 
Total 83 34.0 100.0  
Missing System 161 66.0   







Difficulties with computer software 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 23 9.4 27.7 27.7 
2 21 8.6 25.3 53.0 
3 27 11.1 32.5 85.5 
4 10 4.1 12.0 97.6 
5 2 .8 2.4 100.0 
Total 83 34.0 100.0  
Missing System 161 66.0   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 3 1.2 23.1 23.1 
2 1 .4 7.7 30.8 
3 2 .8 15.4 46.2 
4 2 .8 15.4 61.5 
5 5 2.0 38.5 100.0 
Total 13 5.3 100.0  
Missing System 231 94.7   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 3 1.2 50.0 50.0 
2 1 .4 16.7 66.7 
3 2 .8 33.3 100.0 
Total 6 2.5 100.0  
Missing System 238 97.5   







***PROPRIETARY INFORMATION REDACTED*** 
Frequency - Blank: 237 
Percent: 100 
Valid Percent: 100 





 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid COPS MORE 3 1.2 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 241 98.8   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid BJA Law Enforcement Grant 5 2.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 239 98.0   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Byrne Block Grant 3 1.2 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 241 98.8   









 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Partnership with State or 
Local Agency 
2 .8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 242 99.2   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Partnership with University 1 .4 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 243 99.6   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Private Foundation 1 .4 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 243 99.6   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Dept. Annual Budget 46 18.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 198 81.1   








 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Asset Forfeiture 13 5.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 231 94.7   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Other 2 .8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 242 99.2   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid None 11 4.5 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 233 95.5   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid COPS MORE 2 .8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 242 99.2   









 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid BJA Law Enforcement Grant 5 2.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 239 98.0   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Byrne Block Grant 4 1.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 240 98.4   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Partnership with State or 
Local Agency 
4 1.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 240 98.4   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Partnership with University 1 .4 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 243 99.6   








 Frequency Percent 




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Dept. Annual Budget 46 18.9 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 198 81.1   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Asset Forfeiture 13 5.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 231 94.7   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Other 4 1.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 240 98.4   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid None 13 5.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 231 94.7   








 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid COPS MORE 1 .4 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 243 99.6   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid BJA Law Enforcement Grant 2 .8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 242 99.2   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Byrne Block Grant 2 .8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 242 99.2   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Partnership with State or 
Local Agency 
5 2.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 239 98.0   









 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Partnership with University 2 .8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 242 99.2   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Private Foundation 1 .4 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 243 99.6   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Dept. Annual Budget 42 17.2 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 202 82.8   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Asset Forfeiture 10 4.1 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 234 95.9   








 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Other 4 1.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 240 98.4   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid None 16 6.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 228 93.4   




 Frequency Percent 




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid BJA Law Enforcement Grant 1 .4 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 243 99.6   




 Frequency Percent 









 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Partnership with State or 
Local Agency 
2 .8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 242 99.2   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Partnership with University 2 .8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 242 99.2   




 Frequency Percent 




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Dept. Annual Budget 39 16.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 205 84.0   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Asset Forfeiture 6 2.5 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 238 97.5   








 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Other 4 1.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 240 98.4   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid None 19 7.8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 225 92.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Leadership financially supports crime mapping efforts 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 4 1.6 5.3 5.3 
2 10 4.1 13.2 18.4 
3 17 7.0 22.4 40.8 
4 22 9.0 28.9 69.7 
5 23 9.4 30.3 100.0 
Total 76 31.1 100.0  
Missing System 168 68.9   







It is well accepted within the department that mapping is a valuable tool 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
2 8 3.3 10.4 10.4 
3 21 8.6 27.3 37.7 
4 22 9.0 28.6 66.2 
5 26 10.7 33.8 100.0 
Total 77 31.6 100.0  
Missing System 167 68.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Mapping directives comes from the top 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 11 4.5 14.3 14.3 
2 19 7.8 24.7 39.0 
3 20 8.2 26.0 64.9 
4 15 6.1 19.5 84.4 
5 12 4.9 15.6 100.0 
Total 77 31.6 100.0  
Missing System 167 68.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
Comments 
***PROPRIETARY INFORMATION REDACTED*** 
Frequency - Blank: 234 
Percent: 100 
Valid Percent: 100 







Leadership financially supports crime mapping efforts 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 2 .8 20.0 20.0 
2 2 .8 20.0 40.0 
3 3 1.2 30.0 70.0 
4 1 .4 10.0 80.0 
5 2 .8 20.0 100.0 
Total 10 4.1 100.0  
Missing System 234 95.9   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
It is well accepted within the department that mapping is a valuable tool 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 2 .8 20.0 20.0 
2 3 1.2 30.0 50.0 
3 1 .4 10.0 60.0 
4 2 .8 20.0 80.0 
5 2 .8 20.0 100.0 
Total 10 4.1 100.0  
Missing System 234 95.9   







Mapping directives comes from the top 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 2 .8 20.0 20.0 
2 1 .4 10.0 30.0 
3 4 1.6 40.0 70.0 
4 1 .4 10.0 80.0 
5 2 .8 20.0 100.0 
Total 10 4.1 100.0  
Missing System 234 95.9   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Has your department made plans to purchase equipment or software for 
computerized crime mapping within the next year? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Yes 3 1.2 30.0 30.0 
No 7 2.9 70.0 100.0 
Total 10 4.1 100.0  
Missing System 234 95.9   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Limited computer resources 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 3 1.2 33.3 33.3 
2 2 .8 22.2 55.6 
3 1 .4 11.1 66.7 
4 2 .8 22.2 88.9 
5 1 .4 11.1 100.0 
Total 9 3.7 100.0  
Missing System 235 96.3   







Limited financial resources 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 1 .4 11.1 11.1 
2 1 .4 11.1 22.2 
3 1 .4 11.1 33.3 
4 3 1.2 33.3 66.7 
5 3 1.2 33.3 100.0 
Total 9 3.7 100.0  
Missing System 235 96.3   




 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
2 2 .8 22.2 22.2 
3 3 1.2 33.3 55.6 
4 4 1.6 44.4 100.0 
Total 9 3.7 100.0  
Missing System 235 96.3   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Limited training opportunities 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
2 2 .8 22.2 22.2 
3 4 1.6 44.4 66.7 
4 2 .8 22.2 88.9 
5 1 .4 11.1 100.0 
Total 9 3.7 100.0  
Missing System 235 96.3   







Limited working knowledge of how mapping is used in the field 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 1 .4 11.1 11.1 
2 3 1.2 33.3 44.4 
3 1 .4 11.1 55.6 
4 3 1.2 33.3 88.9 
5 1 .4 11.1 100.0 
Total 9 3.7 100.0  
Missing System 235 96.3   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Limited interest from administration 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 2 .8 22.2 22.2 
2 2 .8 22.2 44.4 
3 3 1.2 33.3 77.8 
4 1 .4 11.1 88.9 
5 1 .4 11.1 100.0 
Total 9 3.7 100.0  
Missing System 235 96.3   







Limited interest from support staff 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 1 .4 11.1 11.1 
2 2 .8 22.2 33.3 
3 2 .8 22.2 55.6 
4 3 1.2 33.3 88.9 
5 1 .4 11.1 100.0 
Total 9 3.7 100.0  
Missing System 235 96.3   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Difficulties with computer software 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 4 1.6 44.4 44.4 
2 2 .8 22.2 66.7 
3 2 .8 22.2 88.9 
5 1 .4 11.1 100.0 
Total 9 3.7 100.0  
Missing System 235 96.3   




 Frequency Percent 




 Frequency Percent 







If other ranked above, please specify: 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid  244 100.0 100.0 100.0 
 
 
Does the department maintain computerized crime data? 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Yes 9 3.7 90.0 90.0 
No 1 .4 10.0 100.0 
Total 10 4.1 100.0  
Missing System 234 95.9   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate the type(s) of computer software used by the department. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Database Management 4 1.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 240 98.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate the type(s) of computer software used by the department. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Statistical 5 2.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 239 98.0   







Please indicate the type(s) of computer software used by the department. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Spreadsheets 10 4.1 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 234 95.9   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate the type(s) of computer software used by the department. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Word Processing 8 3.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 236 96.7   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate the type(s) of computer software used by the department. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid E-mail 8 3.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 236 96.7   







Please indicate the type(s) of computer software used by the department. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Network Management 4 1.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 240 98.4   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate the type(s) of computer software used by the department. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Project Management 1 .4 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 243 99.6   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate the type(s) of computer software used by the department. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Desktop Publishing 3 1.2 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 241 98.8   







Please indicate the type(s) of computer software used by the department. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid CAD/CAM 6 2.5 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 238 97.5   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate the type(s) of computer software used by the department. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Multimedia Applications 5 2.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 239 98.0   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please indicate the type(s) of computer 
software used by the department. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent 
Missing System 244 100.0 
 
 
Please indicate the type(s) of computer 
software used by the department. 
 
Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent 








Other (please specify) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid  244 100.0 100.0 100.0 
 
 
If your department uses database 
management software, please indicate which 
program(s) you use. Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent 
Missing System 244 100.0 
 
 
If your department uses database management software, please indicate which 
program(s) you use. Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Foxpro/Foxbase 1 .4 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 243 99.6   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
If your department uses database 
management software, please indicate which 
program(s) you use. Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent 
Missing System 244 100.0 
 
 
If your department uses database management software, please indicate which 
program(s) you use. Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Microsoft Access 4 1.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 240 98.4   







If your department uses database 
management software, please indicate which 
program(s) you use. Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent 
Missing System 244 100.0 
 
 
If your department uses database 
management software, please indicate which 
program(s) you use. Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent 
Missing System 244 100.0 
 
 
Other (please specify) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid  244 100.0 100.0 100.0 
 
 
Would crime mapping software that requires minimal training be useful to your 
department? (Click appropriate number, where 1 = Not very useful and 5 = Very 
useful). 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
4 1 .4 10.0 10.0 
5 9 3.7 90.0 100.0 
Total 10 4.1 100.0  
Missing System 234 95.9   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which of the following statements best characterizes your department’s interest in computer 





 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
We would send key 
employees if costs were 
reasonable 
8 3.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 236 96.7   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which of the following statements best characterizes your department’s interest in computer 
training for crime mapping? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
We would send key 
employees if no costs were 
involved 
3 1.2 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 241 98.8   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which of the following statements best characterizes your department’s interest in computer 
training for crime mapping? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
We are interested but have 
no budget for training 
2 .8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 242 99.2   







Which of the following statements best characterizes your department’s interest in computer 
training for crime mapping? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
We are interested in 
information only at this point 
2 .8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 242 99.2   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Which of the following statements best characterizes your department’s interest in computer 
training for crime mapping? Check all that apply. 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid We are not interested 1 .4 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 243 99.6   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
Please rate the likelihood that your department would send employees to a 
conference on computer mapping techniques and analyses (Click appropriate 
number, where 1 = Not very likely and 5 = Very likely). 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
1 2 .8 20.0 20.0 
2 2 .8 20.0 40.0 
3 4 1.6 40.0 80.0 
4 1 .4 10.0 90.0 
5 1 .4 10.0 100.0 
Total 10 4.1 100.0  
Missing System 234 95.9   
Total 244 100.0   
 
 
 
